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CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK, JULY 17-23, 1960 
Editorial 


Americans throughout the United States observed Captive Na- 
tions Week during the week of July 17-23. It will be recalled that in 
July 1959, the Congress of the United States unanimously passed 
the Captive Nations Week Resolution. The Act, now Public Law 
86-90, authorized the President to issue a Proclamation on the oc- 
casion, which he did. This authorization applies on an annual basis. 
The law also calls for “the people of the United States to observe 
such week with appropriate ceremonies and activities.’’ In response 
to this invitation by the Congress, a National Captive Nations 
Week Committee was established in Washington for this purpose. 
It has stimulated the formation of local captive nations week com- 
mittees in every major city of the country. 


U.S. INDEPENDENCE AND THE CAPTIVE NATIONS 


It was not without good intention that the Week was set in 
the month of July. The fundamental issue of the captive nations 
and U.S. Independence Day are intervowen in substance and spirit. 
On July 4th Americans, throughout this Land and also abroad, 
celebrate the Independence of our Nation. To all patriotic citizens 
this sacred day symbolizes, under God, our national freedom, the 
untampered will of a sovereign people, our firm determination to 
meet any enemy who would attempt to destroy our hard-won in- 
dependence. It symbolizes, too, the spiritual and moral power of 
our Great Tradition, the liberal institutions of this country, and 
the warm humanism of its laws. 

There is no super or ultra-patriotic note when it is emphasized 
that our spirit of independence is at once our past, our present, and 
our future. Different peoples throughout the world see the meaning 
and essence of this Nation more objectively and even more ap- 
preciatively than many of us do. The European writer, R. L. Bruck- 
berger, in his remarkable book Image of America rightly maintains 


1 For a complete documented account of this see The Congressional Record, 
January 21, 1960, pp. 918-925. 
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that the religiously inspired perennial principles and tenets in our 
Declaration of Independence belong today not only to the American 
people but to all the peoples and nations of the world, particularly 
those in Moscow’s far-flung totalitarian empire. The philosopher 
Jacques Maritain, in his book Reflections On America, views. the 
development of this Nation as a unique and unprecedented historical 
phenomenon and says, “all this talk about American materialism 
is no more than a curtain of silly gossip and slander” (p. 30). 

As indicated in the first clause of the Captive Nations Week 
Resolution, our Nation, built on the free and creative energies of 
people drawn from every quarter of the globe, is a unique historical 
experiment—indeed, the great experiment of mankind. Our Nation 
is a living revolution that moves the hearts and minds of freedom- 
aspiring peoples everywhere; again, particularly those in Captive 
Eurasia. In the full perspective of the history of mankind, we, as 
a united, prosperous and peaceful people, have with all humility 
every reason to be proud of our unique development and rich tradi- 
tion. Our society, to be sure, is not perfect. But by all evidence it 
it unquestionably one that has given so much in so many ways 
to so many within a short span in the history of man. It is one 
which has made this Nation most powerful, exemplary and respected 
everywhere. Contrary to some false notions, we do possess an 
ideology which inspires our continued growth as a morally leading 
Nation and remarkably equips us to contend successfully with the 
present threat of imperialist Red totalitarianism. 

This ideology is plainly and precisely spelled out in our Dec- 
laration of Independence and the Bill of Rights. Normal American 
citizens know the principles of freedom enshrined in these historic 
documents and the purposes they necessarily imply for the continued 
growth and leadership of our Nation. A few in this country seem 
to think otherwise. It is a sad commentary on the faith that these 
few have in the strength and vision of the American people, no 
less in the political and moral foundations of our Nation, when 
they believe that by setting up a committee to define our national 
purposes, they could either improve upon or supplant the purposes 
and objectives of our Nation as provided by our own Declaration 
of Independence. 

In these times, on each Independence Day it is vitally important 
for Americans to reflect upon the moral and political principles 
embodied in the Declaration. Nuclear weapons, missiles, luniks and 
the whole array of new technological innovations—which by nature 
are only instruments and means—cannot reshape or antiquate these 
natural norms of civilized human existence. But even more important 
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at this time is the application of the perennial principles of national 
and individual independence to other nations and peoples. For not 
only is the living application of these principles crucial to the 
further growth and development of our Nation, but it is also in- 
dispensable to the existence and survival of the non-totalitarian 
Free World. The Captive Nations Week Resolution is such an 
application. 

What a moving and powerful force our Declaration of In- 
dependence was on the various nations which were subjugated in 
the empires of the last century and a half. Nations in the Russian, 
Austro-Hungarian and Ottoman empires soon rose at the beginning 
of this century to declare their independence with a will to pursue 
an independent national existence similar to ours. But, in significant 
part, this was short-lived as the unchecked surge of Russian 
totalitarian imperialism since 1918 once again reduced the many 
non-Russian nations of Eastern Europe and Asia to servility. Today, 
we ourselves are seriously threatened by this barbaric peril. Worst 
of all, in our confusion, generated in great degree by the tremendous 
propaganda skill of the enemy, we aren’t even aware of the enormous 
opportunities we have to defeat this menace in the cold war and 
thus stave off a hot global war. 


RESOLUTION, A UNIVERSALIZED DECLARATION 
OF INDEPENDENCE 


The way to these opportunities was unmistakably demonstrated 
last year with the passage by Congress of the Captive Nations 
Week Resolution. When he was asked last year about the Resolu- 
tion and its effect on Nixon’s visit to the Soviet Union, the President 
stated, “I said frequently that the United States would never believe 
and never accept the idea that a true peace had been established 
in the world until every single nation had the right to express its 
own views about its own destiny.” * The Resolution gives full ex- 
pression to this idea. What the Resolution, now Public Law 86-90, 
calls for is a universalized Declaration of Independence. 

For the first time our Government recognized the fundamental 
fact that the Soviet Union itself is an empire, in which the majority 
of people constitute captive non-Russian nations. In addition to the 
three captive non-Russian Baltic nations, there are White Ruthenia, 
Ukraine, Georgia, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Cossackia, Idel-Ural and 
Turkestan—held captive and occupied by foreign Moscow. Following 
World War I, each of these—as did Poland, Finland and others— 


2 President’s News Conference, The New York Times, July 30, 1959, p. 12. 
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broke away from Russian imperial rule, only to be re-conquered 
one by one on the divide-and-conquer principle. Without these eco- 
nomically rich non-Russian colonies in the Soviet Union, Russia, 
with less than half of the population of the Soviet Union, would 
be only a second-rate power. 


THE RESOLUTION AND MOSCOW’S REACTION 


When Congress passed this Resolution last July, it will be re- 
called that Khrushchev reacted violently and fearfully. He per- 
sistently sought to reassure Vice President Nixon that there were 
no captives in the USSR. Unfortunately, in our country the greater 
part of our press was puzzled and bewildered by this development; 
in fact, many for the first time learned that there are nations like 
Turkestan and Cossackia in the USSR. 

Now, why did Khrushchev react with such verbal violence 
against this Resolution? Our Government spoke often in the past 
about the few captive nations in Central Europe—the so-called 
satellites—and yet no such reaction was produced. The answer 
lies in the fact that there is a serious colonial problem within the 
Soviet Union, which Moscow calls “bourgeois nationalism”; and 


if this is dragged out into the spotlight of world attention and 
opinion, the proper characterization of Russian Moscow as the last 
major and imperialist power in the world would be devastating to its 
propaganda and cold war efforts. Khrushchev well understood this 
and ranted against the Resolution months after: we remained 
puzzled and bewildered, and muffed our opportunity. 


THE RESOLUTION AND THE FUTURE 


Our opportunity will come once we realize the following: 

(1) that the Soviet Union is an empire in itself, holding in 
bondage the majority of the captive nations in the Red totalitarian 
world; 

(2) that the issues of colonialism and imperialism within the 
Soviet Union are prime targets for our national concern; 

(3) that the chief type of warfare Moscow—and before it 
St. Petersburg—wages is propaganda warfare, one that we must 
equal and surpass; 

(4) that the cold war will be as permanent as the colonial 
imperium maintained by Moscow from the Danube to the Pacific; and 

(5) that the universalization of our own Declaration of In- 
dependence is the appropriate and most formidable weapon in this 
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type of war. Initiative, positive action, imaginative ideas can be ours 
with these new dimensions of thought. 

The recent events in Paris, Japan, Cuba—indeed in our own San 
Francisco—are not shocking to those who understand Moscow’s 
traditional techniques. It has built an unprecedented empire by 
them. These events should bring us back to the realities of the main 
struggle, for which unhappily, we are poorly prepared. Toward this 
end, citizens throughout the country have formed in Washington 
the National Captive Nations Week Committee. In accordance with 
Public Law 86-90, the committee is stimulating a nationwide observ- 
ance of Captive Nations Week beginning July 17. 


The independence we enjoy and celebrate every July 4th can only 
be preserved if we begin to translate it for all of the captive na- 
tions, both within and outside the Soviet Union. 

We shouldn’t be fooled by the slogan “coexistence or co-destruc- 
tion’; the real alternative is a policy of emancipation and independ- 
ence, beating Moscow at its cold war propaganda game. This we 
can do with hitherto unused weapons of truth; and year by year we 
can truly find ourselves deserving to rejoice as a free Nation in 
1976, the 200th Anniversary of our Declaration of Independence. 








THE REAL UKRAINE — AS SEEN BY 
AN AMERICAN OBSERVER 


By PAUL MESKIL 


Beneath a blazing sun, the grainfields shimmered like a sea 
of molten gold. The great steppe flowed silently in all directions, 
as far as we could see. 

The black IJntourist car stopped on the road’s dusty shoulder 
and we got out to look at the grain. The sun beat down from a 
blinding, cloudless sky. It was very hot and when the auto stopped 
we missed the breeze. 

There was no wind, no breath of air. Only stillness and silence. 
And yet the grain was moving; the steppe was whispering. We 
could see the green-gold ocean ripple, wheat wavelets swaying in 
a breeze we could not feel. We could hear the soft, insistent whisper 
that is the timeless voice of the steppe. 

It was a small phenomenon, perhaps easily explained, this con- 
stant motion and rustling on a windless afternoon. And yet it 
seemed strangely significant. For wherever I went in Ukraine 
I sensed the unseen winds of freedom blowing, moving men and 
events as invisibly, as inexorably as the tiny breeze, too small for 
us to feel, had stirred the giant steppe. 

I went to Ukraine as an American tourist, not as a working 
journalist. I traveled alone, except for the inevitable Intourist 
guides who met me at every airport and railroad station. By going 
as a tourist but not on a regular scheduled tour, I felt I would be 
able to travel with a minimum of supervision. 

I hoped to find out if the Ukrainian resistance movement was 
still alive. American correspondents in Moscow thought it was 
dead, for all practical purposes. So did several so-called Soviet 
experts with whom I discussed the subject in New York. 

They all believed the heroic Ukrainian Insurgent Army (UPA) 
had been crushed by Soviet troops and the organized Ukrainian 
underground also had been dissolved in a Russian blood bath. 

“Ukraine has been quiet for the past four or five years,” a 
Western newsman told me in Moscow. “Most of the top resistance 
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leaders were executed, imprisoned or sent to Siberia. A few escaped 
to the West. To prevent any fresh flareup, the Russians butchered 
thousands of Ukrainians and moved hundreds of thousands to other 
parts of the Soviet Union. Since then, there’s been no trouble.” 

His words were still fresh in my mind next day when I flew 
to Kiev. And at first I thought he was right. 

The capital city certainly seemed peaceful enough. The long 
lines that used to form outside food stores now had shifted to 
movie theatres. Cheerful shoppers crowded the big department store 
on Khreshchatyk Boulevard and the sprawling new farmers’ market. 
Lovers strolled arm in arm through the flower-scented park on 
a bluff above the Dnieper River. On the opposite shore, bathers 
splashed and sun-bathed on the white sand beach. A buxom blonde 
showed off her bikini. An ice cream vendor sold all his wares 
without difficulty. 


The scars of war were almost healed. Broad streets, towering 
apartment buildings, industrial plants and factories had risen from 
the ruins. Shops displayed more merchandise than they had in years. 

Lavra monastery once more attracted pilgrims from throughout 
the Soviet Union. I met one old couple who walked all the way from 
Siberia to worship there. Down in the catacombs, peasants prayed 
and kissed the glass partitions separating them from the coffins of 
holy skeletons in clerical robes. 


“These are mostly old people,” my guide said contemptuously 
of the worshippers. “They are very superstitious. We young people 
are all atheists.” 

Later I asked her about the Ukrainian underground. She said 
there was no such thing. When I mentioned the names of Gen. Taras 
Chuprynka and other slain UPA leaders, her round face reddened 
with rage. 

“Where did you learn of these men?” she inquired. “You do not 
know the great names of Soviet history, but you know all about 
our gangsters.” 

“You told me the Soviet Union had no gangsters,“ I reminded 
her. 

“Not like in America,” she said. “You idolize your gangsters; 
we eliminate ours. Every country has a few bandits and killers, 
even the Soviet Union. But we have less than any capitalistic 
country.” 

After my communist guide showed me the the main sights of 
Kiev, I was on my own. I wandered about the city at my leisure, 
visiting the university, the parks, the shops and residential neighbor- 
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hoods. Kiev seemed brighter, gayer than Moscow, with more green 
spots and more flowers. 

Also more police. 

Like a dark cloud in a blue sky, the only apparent sign of 
trouble I saw were the many MVD and Red Army uniforms. In 
proportion to the population, there seemed to be many more uni- 
forms in Kiev than in Moscow. 

As I stood outside my hotel, shooting a street scene with my 
8 mm. movie camera, a man approached, stopped and stared in 
fascination at the camera’s three lenses. I tried to show him how 
the camera operates. Then he posed for a picture. 

At this point, a policeman rushed up and began shouting: 
“Nyet! Nyet!” Fortunately for me, I didn’t understand the rest of 
his tirade. As I walked away, he was still upbraiding the poor man. 

That afternoon I made my first contact with freedom-loving 
Ukrainians. 

It took place in front of the Lenin Monument at Khreshchatyk 
and Shevchenko Boulevards. I was photographing the monument and 
the park entrance behind it when three young men came along. 
One of them asked if I was an American. I told him I was a New 
York newspaper reporter. 

“How are things over there?” he asked. It was a difficult 
question to answer in a few words, but I did the best I could. Then 
he asked: “How are things over here? How do they compare with 
your country? Moscow never tells us what is happening. The news- 
papers are full of politics and propaganda.” 

Standing on the corner, we conversed in English for about 30 
minutes. From time to time, my questioner would translate our 
remarks to his friends. Or they would ask questions which he 
would translate for me. 


Finally I asked about the underground. I told them the Kremlin 
was informing the world that there was no longer any organized 
resistance in Ukraine. I told them America was interested in 
Ukraine and its long fight for freedom. 


“But most Americans now believe the partisans have stopped 
fighting,” I said. 

For a long moment, the translator considered my remarks. 
Then he passed them on to his friends. They spoke together, ap- 
parently arguing over some point, for several minutes. When the 
brief argument ended, the English-speaking youth asked if I could 
meet him at 9 o’clock that night in the park near the Lenin Monu- 
ment. 
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“I go to speak with another man,” he explained. “Perhaps 
he will have something to say to you, something for you to tell 
the American people. Perhaps you will find it of interest.” 

I arrived in the park at the appointed hour. It was almost dark 
and the air was heavy with flower perfumes. Most of the benches 
were occupied, but I found an empty one a short distance from the 
entrance and sat down to wait. Two schoolgirls in Young Pioneer 
uniforms skipped by. A stout woman was walking a dog which 
resembled a Mexican chihuahua. 

A small boy in a white cap sat down in the middle of the 
path and began playing with his toy wagon. “Sasha,” his grand- 
mother called from a nearby bench. Two young soldiers passed by, 
and a barefooted peasant woman, and a tired-looking policeman. 
I looked at my watch. Twilight was fading to night. 

Just as I decided my afternoon acquaintance was not going to 
keep our rendezvous, he entered the park with two other young men 
and sat beside me on the wooden bench. One of his companions, 
a swarthy man with a thick mop of black hair, also sat down. The 
third member of the trio strolled on down the path. 

Throughout my talk with his two companions, the third man 
walked nearby, keeping a constant watch on the park entrances 
and observing all who came, went or simply sat, enjoying the cool 
evening breeze. 

I asked the swarthy man many questions, which had to be 
translated as he spoke no English. At first, he seemed reluctant 
to answer. His replies were vague generalities. Then, apparently 
convinced I was not a communist agent, he told me that the Ukrain- 
ian underground is still active from the Carpathian Mountains to 
the Don, from Russia to the Black Sea. 

To protect my source of information, I will not go into details 
of this conversation. But much of what I was told that summer 
evening in the Kiev park was verified by other Ukrainian men and 
women I met later in Kiev, Odessa, Simferopil, Yalta and Sochi. 
I spoke with Ukrainians vacationing on the Black Sea and at its 
beautiful resorts. I interviewed people from all parts of Ukraine, 
including Lviv and Stanislaviv, both hotbeds of UPA activity. 

I left the Soviet Union convinced that the Ukrainian under- 
ground has survived purges, mass deportations, torture and slaughter 
—and that today it is as strong, or stronger, than ever. 

By putting together bits of information gathered from many 
sources, I concluded that: 

The Ukrainian Insurgent Army is the strongest partisan force 
in the Soviet empire, including the captive nations of East Europe. 
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Other armed guerrilla bands are active in Ukraine. 

There is also at least one anti-communist Ukrainian political 
organization, sometimes at odds with the UPA. 

Underground members include students, teachers, factory work- 
ers, peasants, even some communist and secret police officials. 

The Carpatho-Ukraine region is the main rebel strongholc, 
but the underground is just as busy elsewhere, especially in the 
industrial cities, such as Kiev and Kharkiv. 

Many incidents of industrial sabotage can be traced to the 
underground; also agricultural sabotage, such as grain warehouse 
fires. 

The underground has a powerful radio transmitter for clandes- 
tine broadcasts and printing presses on which anti-communist liter- 
ature is run off at infrequent intervals. 


Units of the Ukrainian Insurgent Army still roam the Car- 
pathian Black Forest. During the Hungarian revolution of 1956, 
they came down from the hills to blow up Red Army troop trains 
and to free hundreds of Hungarian freedom fighters who were being 
shipped to prisons and slave labor camps inside the Soviet Union. 
Rails, ammunition trains and bridges on the main line between 
the Soviet Union and Hungary were destroyed. 


In 1957, MVD Lt. Gen. Ivan Sovetnikov reportedly was killed 
near Lviv in a clash between MVD and UPA troops. His death, 
which Soviet censors were unable to keep hidden from the outside 
world, was the UPA’s answer to the 1950 killing of UPA Com- 
mander-in-chief Chuprynka, trapped in his underground headquar- 
ters by an MVD assault. 


In 1958, the UPA began operating a secret radio station, “Radio 
Free Kiev.” Broadcasts were made once or twice a week, each time 
from a different location in the rugged mountains of Carpatho- 
Ukraine. A special message was beamed to Ukrainian exiles meeting 
in Munich. 

“Radio Free Kiev” branded Dictator Khrushchev a liar for his 
claim that all Soviet Union peoples have embraced communism. 
The station announced that Ukrainian freedom fighters are in con- 
tact with other underground groups throughout East Europe. 

On my trip to Ukraine, I was told that “Radio Free Kiev” was 
still broadcasting, though not regularly. I also learned that the 
Ukrainian underground is working with similar organizations in 
the Baltic States, Georgia, Poland, Hungary and Rumania. 

While the UPA remains the official fighting force of the 
Ukrainian underground movement, its military makeup has changed 
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since the World War II days when it battled both German and 
Russian armies. 

Today it no longer attempts to match the Red Army soldier 
for soldier, division for division, in traditional military maneu- 
vers. It relies mainly on hit-and-run guerrilla warfare, to which 
the vast Carpathian range is so well suited. 

Until they are needed, troops are disbanded and weapons and 
uniforms are hidden in the forests. Thousands of UPA troops carry 
on the normal routines of their farms and villages. But when the 
call to arms is sounded, they respond instantly. 

Such a call came last year, a few months after my Soviet tour. 

After a lull of several months, the UPA suddenly erupted 
with all its old vitality. Partisan troops raided communist police 
and military posts throughout Carpatho-Ukraine. Several Red Army 
and MVD members were slain in the surprise attacks. The raiders 
seized stores of arms and ammunition, then dynamited the post 
buildings. 

Key communist installations were blown up at Uzhorod, Mt- 
kachevo and Khust. 

Dictator Khrushchev sent additional Red Army and police 
troops to the heavily-garrisoned region. He ordered Demyan S. Ko- 
rotchenko, chairman of the Supreme Soviet of the Ukrainian Socialist 
Republic, to stamp out the new freedom fires—“or else.” 

It was an old chore for both old Bolsheviks. When Stalin sent 
Khrushchev to wipe out the Ukrainian underground in the 1930s, 
Korotchenko went along to help with the blood-letting. Hundreds 
of Ukrainians were killed in this campaign and thousands were sent 
to prisons and labor camps. But the resistance movement continued. 

Now determined to crush the rebellion from the top, Korotchen- 
ko met the 1959 uprising by calling a special session of the Ukrain- 
ian Communist Party’s Trans-Carpathian Regional Committee. Ivan 
Vash was removed as committee chairman and replaced by former 
MVD officer Filip Shcherbak. 

The committee shakeup continued down the ranks until ail 
members suspected of being sympathetic, too lenient or not tough 
enough with Ukrainian nationalists were ousted from office. 

This purge confirmed what I had been told in Ukraine—that 
communist officials, even some MVD officers, were helping the un- 
derground cause. 

My information was further confirmed by a most unlikely 
source—the Soviet government. 

After denying for years that a Ukrainian underground existed, 
the Kremlin finally admitted the resistance movement was very 











112 The Ukrainian Quarterly 


much alive. In an official broadcast over the Ukrainian Radio Net- 
work, the government announced that five resistance leaders had 
been shot as “agents of international reaction” after secret trials. 
The broadcast said the partisans had confessed a five-year series 
of raids and sabotage, during which several high-ranking Red of- 
ficials were killed. 

By holding the trials in secret, instead of the customary “show 
trials,” and by withholding any public announcement until months 
after the executions, the Communists showed their fear that the 
five rebel leaders might become resistance martyrs and that their 
deaths would strengthen rather than weaken the underground. 


Shortly before U.S. Vice President Nixon toured the Soviet 
Union last year, Premier Khrushchev visited Ukraine to make sure 
the situation there was under control. 

He met with local communist leaders at Dniepropetrovsk. Ways 
of dealing with future disturbances were discussed. Khrushchev was 
assured that UPA forces were on the run; that Red Army garrisons 
had been strengthened in all Ukrainian cities and towns; that 
armored units had thrown a steel ring around the western frontier, 
and that secret police were hiring more informers to spy on under- 
ground activities. 

As he couldn’t catch all the rebels, Khrushchev decided to 
concentrate on capturing the minds of Ukrainian children. Andrei 
Danilovich Kaba, a specialist in political indoctrination, otherwise 
known as brainwashing, was appointed minister of education for 
Ukraine. 

But no matter what the Kremlin’s little Red school houses 
teach, no matter how many troops are sent to saturate Ukraine, 
no matter how many patriots are tortured and slain—the under- 
ground will fight on as it has for more than 40 years. 

“When the time comes for all-out action, we will be ready,’”’ one 
of the new breed of Kozaks told me. “We thought the time had come 
a few years ago, in Hungary, but the West let us down. Now we 
must wait and gather strength. 

“We are in touch with other insurgents and with the free world. 
We try to maintain communications, though it is difficult. Half of 
all the couriers we send out are captured or killed. So we send out 
some more. 

“We have lived with fear for many years, yet we grow stronger. 
Soon it will be the Kremlin’s turn to be afraid.” 
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PUBLIC LAW 86-90 — FACT AND FICTION 
By EDWARD M. O’CONNOR 


Russians on both sides of the Iron Curtain are engaged in a 
concerted effort to discredit the Captive Nations Week Resolution 
(Public Law 86-90), enacted last year by Congress. This assault 
against a federal law, which does nothing more than officially recog- 
nize the importance of the national independence movements within 
the present-day Russian Empire as a deterrent to war and the key 
to peace with justice, was launched by none other than Nikita 
Khrushchev himself. Within a matter of hours after President 
Eisenhower signed the Resolution into law, Khrushchev was con- 
fronting Vice President Nixon with the question: “How could you 
do this to us?” The Vice President had just arrived in Moscow, 
ostensibly to open the American Exhibition, to find the Kremlin 
leaders in a state of shock as a result of the political bombshell 
launched by Congress. Time and time again, in the days which 
immediately followed, Khrushchev would call upon groups of Rus- 
sians to bear testimony for the Vice President as to whether they 
considered themselves as captive. The response was always the 
same: “No! No! Peaceful coexistence!” 

This proved nothing new because P.L. 86-90 does not define 
the Russian nation as a captive nation. The spontaneous response 
Khrushchev got from the Russians did, however, confirm the com- 
mon sense of not defining them by law as “captives.” 

The results would have been radically different if the Vice 
President had visited any of the captive, non-Russian nations of the 
Soviet Union and there had Khrushchev raise the same question 
among the native population. It was poor political judgment in the 
first place for the Vice President to restrict his visiting time in the 
Soviet Union to the Russian nation. In reality he did not tour the 
Soviet Union as claimed because Russia is not the Soviet Union, 
it is but one of the nations of the Soviet Union. This neglect of the 
majority peoples of the Soviet Union reduced the political impact 
of P. L. 86-90 and compounded the serious error of equating Russia 
with the Soviet Union. On the other hand it would have been an 
act of political wisdom and statesmanship if the Vice President had 
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under these circumstances demanded a revision of his itinerary to 
allow for visits to several captive, non-Russian nations. The Khru- 
shchev reaction to the Captive Nations Week Resolution should 
have made this course of action self-evident. Here was a golden 
opportunity for the Vice President to publicly reject the Russian 
demands for status quo by officially assuring our proven allies in the 
captive non-Russian nations that the United States would never 
recognize the finality of their captivity. Lost opportunities such as 
this, where a logical follow-through was called for, are characteristic 
of the failure to understand the nature of the threat we face and 
a timid reluctance to use power of our political ideals in winning 
a just peace. 

Nevertheless, the noisy and frantic efforts by Khrushchev to 
discredit P. L. 86-90 were helpful in making all the people of the 
Russian empire aware of its contents and purposes. The controlled 
press and other mass media of the empire featured the Khrushchev 
statements but in so doing gave excellent publicity to the fact that, 
at long last, we Americans had officially recognized the national in- 
dependence movements as the most powerful political dynamic behind 
the Iron Curtain. In a very real sense the deep-rooted fears of the 
ruling class in Moscow were so aroused that they inadvertenly 
violated their first rule of propaganda, which is, never to publicize 
the explosive political ideals of free men. Communist organs in the 
free world took the line from Moscow and gave additional propaga- 
tion to the “Captive Nations” concepts of the public law. It is no 
exaggeration to estimate that Russian Imperial Communism suffered 
a severe net loss as a consequence of these initial reactions, based 
upon deep-rooted fears that the United States was about to stimulate 
the explosive dynamics of the national independence movements 
within the empire. The new aristocracy, the new elite class can 
never forget it was the national independence movements which 
contributed to the collapse of the Russian Empire of the Czars in 
1917, that the national independence movements would have disin- 
tegrated the USSR during World War II but for the racial policies 
and imperial intentions of the Nazis. Freedom riots in East Germany 
in 1953, in Poland during 1956, and the all-out efforts by the Hun- 
garians to regain their national independence in 1956 serve to remind 
the Russians that they are sitting on a human powder keg many 
times more powerful than intercontinental missiles and hydrogen 
bombs. 

The initial reaction of the Russian leaders to P. L. 86-90 was 
too useful to the cause of free men to expect them to continue it 
for very long. Their tactics have now shifted to a reliance on 
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polemics as a means of propagating “Russian truths” with respect 
to the captive, non-Russian nations. Khrushchev laid down the new 
line in his propaganda article which appeared in the October 1959 
issue of Foreign Affairs under the title of “On Peaceful Coexist- 
ence.” Here Khrushchev introduces the techniques of confusion, false 
comparison and distortion of the language of the law. For example, 
he charges the law contemplates “rolling back Communism” which 
language is not included in the law, nor does the language of the 
law express this intent. In fact, the law expresses the opposite con- 
viction. Rather than the concept of “roil back’’ which carries over- 
tones of a hot war the law recognizes the practical prospects of 
spontaneous, internal political explosions on a scale which can end 
the cold war and bring peace with justice to all humanity. Political 
realism dictates that we recognize the possibilities of a chain reac- 
tion should another full blown revolution break out anywhere 
within the empire. This almost happened during the Hungarian 
Revolution as the Poles, Ukrainians and Slovaks demonstrated a 
restiveness which alarmed the Russians. Had the United States 
government and other free world nations given any support, even 
political, to the Hungarians it is entirely possible the chain reaction 
of revolutions would have resulted. Once this chain reaction gets 
underway there will be no stopping it. The Red Army will be of 
little use in these circumstances, it is multi-national and as such 
will prove unreliable. The Hungarian Revolution proved this basic 
Red Army vulnerability as the non-Russians in it, particularly the 
Ukrainians, quickly went over to the side of the Hungarians, taking 
tanks, guns and ammunition with them. 

There are not enough Russians in the empire to hold it to- 
gether in the face of internal revolutions reaching from the Baltic 
to the Caspian seas. Dependable estimates on the number of Rus- 
sians in the empire range from 70 to 90 million but the more 
realistic figure is in the neighborhood of 70 million. World War II 
losses among the Russians were exceedingly heavy due to the fact 
the non-Russians refused to fight in support of Communism. The 
latest population figure on the Soviet Union is 207 million, which 
means the non-Russians number not less than 117 and more likely 
137 million. Added to this are some 90 million non-Russians in the 
more recently occupied nations of Poland, Czecho-Slovakia, Hungary, 
Rumania, Bulgaria, and East Germany. One can readily understand 
how unpleasant it must be for the Russian aristocracy to contem- 
plate the prospects of over 200 million non-Russians rising up in 
revolt, demanding their national independence. It is this haunting 
spectre which causes Khrushchev and Co. to demand that the free 
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world recognize a status quo, that is, to cause the people of the 
free world to join with the Russians in an all-out effort to preserve 
their prison of non-Russian nations. 

Khrushchev resorted to the old trick of false comparison in 
his article which appeared in Foreign Affairs when he asked how 
Congress would react if the Mexican parliament called for the 
“liberation” of Texas, Arizona, and California. Obviously he sought 
to compare favorably the status of the non-Russian nations of the 
USSR with these States. There are absolutely no grounds for valid 
comparison. To begin with the people of Texas, Arizona, and Cali- 
fornia consider themselves as free, self-governing and loyal Ameri- 
cans. The people of Ukraine, Latvia and Armenia, for example, do 
not consider themselves as free or self-governing and to call them 
Russians, loyal or disloyal, would be a grave insult to their national 
heritage. If there is a national independence movement underway 
in Texas, California, or Arizona this is the best kept secret of the 
century. On the other hand it is a matter of common knowledge that 
the national independence movement is gaining momentum in every 
non-Russian nation behind the Iron Curtain. No one can deny that 
the people of Texas, Arizona and California have full, popular rep- 
resentation in the federal government, unless they have never heard 
that a rugged Texan named Senator Lyndon B. Johnson is the 
Majority Leader of the Senate, and another son of Texas, Sam 
Rayburn, Speaker of the House, that a revered Senator named Carl 
Hayden from Arizona, has long been a powerful voice in our na- 
tional affairs or for that matter that Vice President Nixon is a 
native of California. No rational individual may claim that the 
people of Lithuania, Byelorussia, Estonia, Cossackia, and Idel-Ural, 
for example, have a representative voice in the affairs of the Russian 
Presidium or the Communist Party. There are but a few of the many 
partinent comparisons which could be made if space permitted. 

Khrushchev also claims that the “Soviet People” consider the 
passage of the Captive Nations Week Resolution by Congress as an 
act of provocation. Now, just who are the “Soviet People?” If 
such people do exist it is pertinent to ask, how and when did Khru- 
shchev test public opinion on this vital issue? The fact is, how- 
ever, that the false concept of “Soviet People” was created by the 
new ruling class as a means of disguising the realities of life within 
their empire. Khrushchev and Company would like the people of 
the free world to believe that communism had purged the 207 million 
peoples of the Soviet Union of their ethnic diversity, of their re- 
spective native languages, of their individuality, of their centuries- 
long customs, traditions and aspirations. Such a distortion of reality 
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would create the mirage of a homogeneous people, a united people 
working harmoniously and enthusiastically for the goals of com- 
munism. What communism has in reality failed to accomplish during 
forty some years of organized terror and oppression Khrushchev 
now seeks to hide under a propaganda rug labeled “Soviet People.” 
The people of the captive, non-Russian nations of the Soviet Union 
would consider it an act of grave hostility if we referred to them 
as “Soviet People.”” So too would the Russian people because their 
national characteristics and aspirations have not changed during the 
course of the past two centuries and they are proud to be called 
Russians. At the time of Stalin’s death in 1953 the triumvirate of 
Malenkov, Beria and Molotov took great pains in the funeral ora- 
tions to distinguish the Russian people as the “superior people” of 
the Soviet Union, the people upon whom the govérnment and Com- 
munist Party could always count for loyal support. The so-called 
Council of Nationalities which is part of the government apparatus 
but which exercises no power is additional proof that the Kremlin 
is compelled to recognize the multi-national character of the empire. 
So it is clear that Khrushchev seeks to create confusion when he 
makes reference to the existence of a “Soviet People.” 

The Captive Nations Week Resolution has also provoked a 
negative reaction from some Russian activists living in the United 
States. This was to be expected because there are covert individuals 
and organizations at work in our country for the preservation of the 
Russian empire no matter what form of government is in control 
of it. Some have no quarrel whatever with the present regime, some 
would prefer a monarchy to the Communist Party, some would 
prefer more individual freedom for all the peoples of the Soviet 
Union but all have one thing in common—a determination to pre- 
serve the Russian empire no matter what the consequence may be. 

The most articulate Russians living abroad who pose as spokes- 
men for the Russian emigration consider the national independence 
movement behind the Iron Curtain as a frightful heresy, as an in- 
vention of Hitler and the antithesis of everything Russian. It is a 
well-known fact that a harsh ideological discipline is exercised 
over many Russians living abroad which explains this unnatural 
state of affairs. This discipline is by no means exclusively commu- 
nist because doctrinaire groups of non-Communist Russians follow 
the same line as Khrushchev with respect to the non-Russian na- 
tions of the Soviet Union. Where Khrushchev regards the popula- 
tion of the USSR as “Soviet people,” the doctrinaire Russians in the 
free world consider everyone in the USSR as a Russian, more or 
less. Both points of view are imperialistic, seeking to conceal the 
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true identity of the peoples of the submerged nations who are no 
more Russian than was Patrick Henry. 

It is a startling fact that there is not one organization or com- 
mittee in the United States or elsewhere in the free world working 
for the national independence of the Russian nation. On the other 
hand every captive non-Russian nation of the Soviet Union has at 
least one national organization or committee in the United States 
working in support of its national independence. Similar committees 
are established in Canada, Great Britain, France, Italy, Germany, 
Turkey, Indonesia, and other free countries. The obvious conclusion 
is that Russians on both sides of the Iron Curtain are unmoved at 
a time in history when the powerful human appeal of the national 
independence movement has changed the political complexion of 
South and Southeast Asia, the Middle-East and Africa. Subjugated 
people everywhere are demanding their national independence, view- 
ing this course as the road to individual liberty, progress and human 
dignity. Great empires have collapsed before the tidal wave impact 
of this movement. Nor has the dynamic of this movement spent its 
full power against the resistance to change in the non-self-governing 
areas of the free world. Hard won victories have strengthened its 
forward motion to the point where cold logic requires us to recognize 
it as the wave of the future. It is only a matter of time before the 
remaining remnants of imperialism in the free world will give way 
to the popular demands for self-government. One fact of mid-twen- 
tieth century life must be clear to all responsible statesmen. That 
is, the alternative to granting genuine self-government to non-self- 
governing people is the use of armed force. Those who resort to 
this alternative have found that the results do more to strengthen 
the solidarity of the non-self-governing people than anything their 
leaders could possibly do in this direction. For every martyr in the 
cause there are hundreds of new political activists created. In these 
circumstances armed force is a weapon of tyranny and the answer 
of mankind to tyranny has invariably been revolt. 

It would be a grave error to assume that the non-self-govern- 
ing people behind the Iron Curtain, that is the people of the captive 
non-Russian nations, have been immunized from these _ rapidly 
moving political developments in the free world. No Iron Curtain, 
no power of the police state is able to seal out or filter great ideals 
or political movements, particularly those which now grip two-thirds 
of the population of the earth. These ideals find a fertile ground 
in all the captive, non-Russian nations behind the Iron and Bamboo 
Curtains because historical developments in all these nations have 
been moving steadily in the same direction. This historical process 
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has been slowed down by Czars and Commissars but it can not be 
disrupted or diverted from its course. 

Articulate Russians in the free world, particularly in the United 
States, seem unwilling or unable to grasp the significance of these 
world-wide trends. They see the Russian Empire, whether it be the 
Soviet Union or some other forced and unnatural political ar- 
rangement of the Eurasian continent, as divorced from the rest of 
the world, perhaps another world, and certainly not subject to the 
deep political reformation taking place in our world. Herein lies a 
great human tragedy for Russians on both sides of the Iron Curtain. 
It has been the ages long role of emigres from tyranny and op- 
pression to work and sacrifice, in the countries of their adoption, 
for the emancipation of the people in the homeland, for the removal 
of both persons and systems which nourish tyranny, human de- 
gradation and suffering. 

The Polish, Lithuanian, Armenian, and other emigres living in 
the free world during the course of World War I played a major 
role in securing support for the national independence movemerts 
in their homelands, resulting in the national emancipation of these 
nations from the yoke of the old imperialism. Meanwhile Russians 
in the free world, that is, White Russians, were working and fight- 
ing for the restoration of the Czarist Russian Empire, thus preparing 
the way for the new imperialism of the Russian Bolsheviks. Now 
some forty years later we find this same peculiar state of mind 
exists among the emigre Russians, even those who recently came 
to our shores, based upon the statements, charges and writings of 
the articulate among them. The real victims of this political sterility 
among the emigre Russians are the Russian peopie behind the Iron 
Curtain. It is little wonder then that the Russian nation has failed 
to produce a national patriot, that imperial-minded tyrants have 
been able to employ the Russian people as tools in their schemes 
and that the Russian people have failed to undertake one, single up- 
rising against the Communist regime during the past forty years. 
In the absence of political stimulation from their compatriots in 
the free world, stimulation which is compatible with the hopes and 
aspirations of free people, it would be both unfair and unrealistic 
to expect the Russian people to oppose the Red imperial regime. 
Having had no experience with freedom and self-government as we 
know it, the Russian people should not be condemned for failure to 
demonstrate a strong yearning for their national independence. The 
Russian emigres who have lived in and enjoyed the benefits of 
our free, open society, who have seen first-hand the full meaning 
of national independence, can not be excused lightly for their failure 
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to advocate national independence for the Russian people. Prudence 
requires a careful examination of the causes which impel the Rus- 
sian emigres to pursue a course of action which spells certain 
disaster for the Russian nation and grave consequences for the rest 
of humanity. 


Turning to the reaction by Russian emigres to P. L. 86-90 we 
find an abundance of evidence reflecting the political sterility of 
their thinking. The views made public in both the English and 
Russian languages can be broken down into these main categories: 


(1) That P.L. 86-90 is the handiwork of skilled Nazi agents 
operating in the United States and holding a powerful influence over 
the Senate and House of Representatives. To support this charge it 
is claimed that many of the captive nations named in the law were 
nothing more than creations of Hitler’s propaganda machine. Cos- 
sackia and Idel-Ural were singled out for special treatment as 
non-existing nations. 

THE Facts: All the nations named in the law as captives 
established their national independence during the period of 1917-18 
or before. Concerning those nations which established their national 
independence during the period 1917-18, which seem to be more at 
issue than the others, documentary evidence on all may be found 
in two official sources: (a) the Reports of the Select Committee to 
Investigate Communist Aggression, 83rd Congress, and, (b) Papers 
Relating to the Foreign Relations of the U.S. with Russia (1918), 
three volumes published by the government in 1931. 


CoMMENT: Hitler and Nazism were unheard of until the 1930’s, 
making it difficult to understand how his propaganda machine could 
have been responsible for events of the 1917-18 period. It is under- 
standable why “official Russian history” seeks to conceal the true 
identity of these submerged nations but we are not Russians nor 
are we subject to control by Russians. The official records of the 
U.S. Government are a far more reliable source on political questions 
relating to the Russian empire. Such charges as Nazi agent in- 
fluence on Congress are also a good example of “Russian truths,” 
so well known to the natives of Central-East Europe. 


(2) That Congress indulged in “racism” by enacting P. L. 86-90. 
To support this charge it is claimed that some of the nations in- 
cluded in the law are primitive, tribal groups who lack national 
identity and having been under Russian domination so long must 
now be considered as Russians. The “racism’’ angle is developed in 
the context of inciting primitive, tribal groups to think they are 
not Russians. 
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THE Facts: In no manner, directly or indirectly, is racism re- 
ferred to in the law. On the contrary the law is a sharp indictment 
of racism and those who attempt to impose their racial superiority 
theories and beliefs upon others. All the law does is identify clearly 
established nations which are held captive by Russian communist 
imperialism. 

CoMMENT: It appears that on the basis of “Russian truths,” 
to recognize the true identity and aspirations of any submerged 
people is to engage in racism. This is typical of the upside-down 
thinking which is so characteristic of communist propaganda. It 
will be a sad day when free Americans hesitate to see oppressed 
people in their true lights for fear of being charged with racism. 


(3) That P.L. 86-90 has for its objective the dismemberment 
of Russia and as such is an unfriendly act toward all Russians. To 
support this charge two claims are made. The first is that many 
non-Russian people do not want to be separated from “Mother 
Russia.” The second is that any suggestion that the present geo- 
graphy of the USSR is subject to revision will stiffen the support 
of the Russian people behind the Communist regime. 


THE Facts: The law expresses no intent to dismember Russia. 
On the contrary the Russian nation as such is not even mentioned 
in the law. There is no reliable evidence to support a contention that 
it is “captive” and it could not in truth be so recognized. The logical 
assumption involved in this omission is that Congress studiously 
avoided any action which could be construed as interference in the 
internal affairs of the Russian nation. 


CoMMENT: In examining this charge a distinction between the 
Russian nation and the Russian Empire is imperative. Whereas the 
law recognizes the right of the non-Russian people to freely choose 
a national life to their own liking, it provides likewise for the 
Russian people. Here the basic question of the national independence 
movements in the captive, non-Russian nations comes into proper 
focus. It is clear that the very nature of these independence move- 
ments herald the dismemberment of the Russian Empire. The politi- 
cal concept of national independence is the antithesis of the political 
concepts of Empire and all forms of imperialism. Moreover, this 
historical process will eventually bring a form of national independ- 
ence to the Russian nation. As the captive non-Russian nations 
emerge into national independence and freedom, separating their 
destinies from the present forced relationships with Moscow, the 
national frontiers of the Russian nation will be secured and the 
Russian people can live as they please behind those frontiers. 
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As to the claim that many non-Russian people do not want to 
be separated from “Mother Russia,” it is pertinent to raise the 
question: “Why get so inflamed about P. L. 86-90 if this claim is 
true?” History teaches us that national independence movements 
are based upon the will of the people involved—if they don’t want 
their political independence they won’t fight for it. In this connection 
it should be noted that a political smoke screen has been organized 
by Russian activists and their collaborators called the “Federalists.” 
This is a group of alleged non-Russians who want to preserve the 
Russian Empire through a vague system of federal union. Investiga- 
tion has revealed that most of the members of this group are 
Russians, along with a handful of non-Russian opportunists, con- 
cerning whom a strong suspicion exists that they receive financial 
rewards for use of their names. This enterprise serves as a reliable 
barometer of the strength behind the national independence move- 
ments as the emigre Russians would not go to the trouble and ex- 
pense involved in the “federalist” adventure unless a disruptive 
counteraction was sorely needed. 

As to the second claim, the effect of which is that unless we 
accept the present geography of the USSR as unchangeable the 
Russian people will stiffen their support of the Communist regime, 
a number of timely questions must be raised. The first is, should 
the American people desert their political and moral ideals in ex- 
change for a dubious hope that the Russian people will be too strong 
in their support of the regime? What about the majority peoples 
of the Soviet Union, the non-Russians—how will they feel toward 
us if we turn our backs on their legitimate aspirations for national 
independence? Will bowing to the imperial sensitivities of the Rus- 
sian people, which the emigres now claim they have, drive the 
captive non-Tussian people into the hands of the enemy? In truth, 
can anyone claim that the ordinary Russian people would object to 
actions taken by the people of the captive, non-Russian nations 
which would lift from their backs the twin burdens of communism 
and imperialism? 

(4) That P. L. 86-90 is essentially an anti-Russian law, an act 
intended to inflame the American people against the Russian people. 
This charge is based upon a claim that the United States has no 
right to blame the Russian people for the many communist crimes 
against humanity, or for communist aggressive policies of world 
conquest. 

THE Facts: In no manner does the law blame the Russian 
people, as such, for either communist crimes against humanity or 
communist schemes directed toward world conquest. The law simply 
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recognizes that the struggle of the peoples of the captive non-Rus- 
sian nations of the USSR, Central Europe and Asia for their national 
independence, liberties and freedoms constitutes a powerful deter- 
rent to war and one of the best hopes for a just peace. Common 
sense dictates that so long as these captive peoples are pulling in 
the opposite direction to that pursued by the Russian Communist 
leadership the dangers of war are reduced and the hopes for a just 
peace increased. No dictator, communist or otherwise, can launch a 
successful war under conditions wherein the vast majority of the 
peoples under his control will seize upon the internai conditions 
war creates to destroy the very system which supports the dictator. 
This is as true today as it was twenty years ago, despite inter-con- 
tinental missiles and hydrogen warheads, because in the final analysis 
wars are won or lost by people. 

CoMMENT: There is a tendency among the Russian emigration 
to give credit to the Russian people for everything behind the Iron 
Curtain which does not offend the conscience of civilized people 
and to disclaim Russian responsibility for all that is evil or offensive 
to free people. Frequently an effort is made to put all the blame of 
Communism on the non-Russian peoples of the empire. They remind 
you Stalin and Beria were Georgians and Mikoyan is an Armenian. 
They forget that Lenin, Molotov, Malenkov, Suslov, Bulganin, Zhukov, 
Gromyko, and Khrushchev, just to name a few of the real leaders, 
are all solid Russian products. Over a century ago a French visitor 
to the Russian Empire, Marquis de Custine, was warned as he was 
about to depart for home that he should speak no evil about the 
Russians regardless of the truth of this statement else great calam- 
ities would befall him. We in our times are passing through the 
same experience, unless we praise the Russians, regardless of how 
untrue such praise may be, we are charged with being anti-Russian. 
A great loss to the current body of Western knowledge and thought 
on the Russian character would have occurred if Custine had been 
driven from the path of truth by threats of dire consequences. No 
American could display less courage or dedication to truth under 
the circumstances which prevail today. If being truthful makes us 
anti-Russian then let us accept the charge as a compliment to our 
heritage. 

These are the reactions, in summary form, of the most articulate 
among the Russian emigres to enactment of P. L. 86-90. No claim is 
or can be made that these reactions reflect the thinking of all the 
Russian emigres or for that matter a majority of them. In the 
absence of any positive public reactions to P.L. 86-90, or public 
objection to the position taken by the articulate Russian emigres, 
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the entire Russian emigration stands in the shadow of doubt created 
by those who represent themselves as the leaders. This is a situa- 
tion which should bring forth the enlightened and realistic elements 
in the emigration, those who have grown weary of the constant em- 
barrassments caused by the reactionary but articulate elements. 
Those among us who wish only the best for the Russian nation and 
people in the future would welcome the support of responsible in- 
dividuals and groups in the Russian emigration. 

Meanwhile, thought should be given to steps which could be 
taken to fill the gap in the ranks of the national independence move- 
ment by the failure of the Russian emigration to produce such 
leadership. Solidarity of purpose is the keynote of this movement 
and this solidarity could be strengthened by the cooperation of our 
Russian friends in the emigration. Therefore, consideration should 
be given to the establishment of an “American Committee for the 
National Independence of Russia.” This would undoubtedly require 
initiative by well informed Americans to get the Committee organized 
and functioning. With time, enlightened and responsible emigre 
Russians would gravitate to the Committee and become active in 
its work. Eventually this Committee would emerge as the true voice 
of the Russian people, working hand in hand with the national com- 
mittee supporting the independence movements in the non-Russian 
nations behind the Iron and Bamboo Curtains. Thus a vital unity 
of purpose would be welded in a critical area of international poli- 
tical affairs which is now beset by confusion, uncertainty and im- 
perial mischief makers. The attainment of this goal of unity presents 
a real challenge to all thinking Americans. An American Committee 
for the National Independence of Russia therefore merits serious 
consideration. 

















NINE LINGERING MYTHS ON “RUSSIA” 


By Lev E. DOBRIANSKY 


Concepts are essentially the reflectors, the eyes, of our under- 
standing. Blurred eyes, of course, symptomize certain underlying 
defects or deficiencies. No matter in what field of thought, the 
circulation of improper and ill-founded concepts reflects to a marked 
degree a defective understanding of the given subject. One may 
accumulate considerable bits of knowledge about a subject and 
yet fall short of a working understanding of it. The governing 
concepts in use will readily indicate this. Perhaps in no other 
field is this condition so glaringly evident than in that of so-called 
Russian area studies. 

To be sure, much progress has been achieved over the past 
ten years in our knowledge and understanding of the subject 
called “Russia.” Evolving and pressing circumstances have com- 
pelled us to respond with intellectual report. Nevertheless, despite 
this progress, we continue to suffer from a serious intellectual lag 
caused by nine lingering myths concerning “Russia.” A reading 
of the daily newspapers or some ostensibly expert work on the 
USSR or a number of official statements on foreign policy will 
easily show the marks of these lingering myths. The gravity of 
this lag need scarcely be emphasized when we soberly recognize 
that as a nation we are confronted by a challenge and threat which 
poses the utter destruction of our democratic institutions, indeed, 
of our existence as an independent national state. It follows, too, 
that to meet this mortal threat successfully, it is plainly incumbent 
upon us to possess the most accurate and comprehensive under- 
standing of the enemy. Lacking in some respects in this, we cannot 
but be deficient in a considered appreciation of his points of 
strength and weakness, with incalculable detriment to ourselves. 
Therefore, so long as many of us, in high places as well as low, 
Official as well as private, continue to perpetuate these mythical 
notions about “Russia,” we are really contributing in divers ways 
to a distorted conception of the enemy. 
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THE DEEP ROOTS OF CURRENT MYTHS 


The myths which distort our image of “Russia” have deep 
roots. They can, in part, be sympathetically understood against a 
broad phasal background of U:S. relations with the Russian Empire. 
Prior to the Bolshevik revolution in 1917 and down to recent date, 
power relations between the United States and the Russian Empire, 
both Czarist and Communist, were at best remote, with little 
cause for serious friction or major conflict and thus with minor 
stimulation of thought and concern about the nature and make-up 
of “Russia.’”’ What serious interest developed between the two wars 
was mainly confined to so-called liberal intellectuals who viewed 
the Russian totalitarian enterprise chiefly as a novel socio-economic 
experiment, about which much tinctured information was trans- 
mitted by those who hopelessly lost faith in our institutional norms 
of living. Later, the war alliance between the United States and 
the Soviet Union produced on both sides, but for different reasons, 
fanciful propaganda which only served to inflate to incredible 
proportions many of the prevailing myths about “Russia.” 


Following the war, the political vacuums in both Europe and 
Asia, and also accelerated technologic progress, brought the power 
relations between the United States and the Soviet Union into 
unusual direct line, precipitating with equal unusualness wide- 
spread interest and study relating to the Soviet Union. The sup- 
posed initiation of the cold war in this period also contributed 
heavily to this development, although in truth it merely represented 
an actualization of what was in steady growing potentiality since 
1917. Underlying all of these phases, however, was the almost 
exclusive reliance by American scholars and students, trained in 
the Russian tongue, upon source material processed under the 
political censorship of either the former Czarist Government or the 
present Russian totalitarian regime. In the past decade, misnomered 
“Russian institutes” have cropped up at numerous American univer- 
sities and, in so many unfortunate instances, have produced gradu- 
ates who, whether consciously or not, transmit in their writings and 
activities the imprint of imperial Russian ideology. 

This background goes a long way to explain why our under- 
standing of what many loosely and carelessly call “Russia” has 
been deficient. In time, doubtlessly we shall overcome the deficiency, 
but the question is “How much time do we have?” In too many 
places the myths still continue to circulate and to mislead. Some 
in perpetuating them are unaware of doing so. Others for plausible 
emotional reasons find it difficult to recondition their behavioral 
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patterns of thought. And, as the evidence shows, a third category 
deliberately engages in it for political and even imagined financial 
objectives. 

It is far from the writer’s intention to become involved in 
the criticism of personalities as such. Where unavoidable mention 
is made of persons or groups in connection with any of the linger- 
ing myths, it is done in an objective vein and solely for purposes 
of concrete exemplification. A knowledge of the persistence of these 
myths on “Russia” should prove to be exceedingly valuable, if 
for no other reason than the real possibility that militarily we 
might have to fight Russia for our own survival. 


I. THE RUSSIA/SOVIET UNION MYTH 


Surely the most common myth arises from the interchange- 
able use of the terms “Russia” and “the Soviet Union,” as though 
they were identical in reference to territory and peoples. In the 
light of accurate and uncensored history—which to the greatest 
degree was no more respected by the past autocratic Czarist 
regime than it is by the present Russian Bolshevik one—it is 
even misleading to identify Russia with the past Czarist Russian 
Empire, again in terms of ethnographic territory and peoples. The 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, conceived by the ever expedient 
Russian Bolsheviks after their military conquest of the independent 
non-Russian Republics of White Ruthenia, Ukraine, Georgia, Ar- 
menia, Azerbaijan, Cossackia, Turkestan and others, in the early 
period of 1918-22, is at least nominally more in conformity with 
the facts of distinctive nations, cultures, and religions that essen- 
tially characterize the present totalitarian Russian Empire than 
had been the previous Czarist Russian Empire. If some would 
even take the trouble to glance at the constitution of the USSR, 
they would find that what they call “Russia” is only one national, 
and at that federated, area in the USSR, known as the Russian 
Soviet Federative Socialist Republic. 


Now, what is the significance of this myth in its obstruction 
to a clear and just understanding of the Soviet Union and the 
many nations held captive within it? Is it, as some impulsively 
declare, a mere quibble on words, a play of semantics? First, 
definition and classification are indispensable to true scientific and 
philosophical knowledge. Where differentiation is objectively ob- 
served, be it with regard to matter, species, man, nations, or 
societies, concepts are found to coincide with such features of dif- 
ferentiation. When concepts arbitrarily confuse different objects, 
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they lead to error which in turn exacts its price once projected 
into action. By language, history, culture, and religion, the non- 
Russian nations in the Soviet Union are as different from the 
Russian, in some respects more so, as the French are from the 
German or Spanish, or the Chinese from the Japanese. Thus, from 
a scientific point of view alone, to subsume these non-Russian 
nations under the concept of “Russia” does violence to objective 
fact. It makes as much sense as identifying the British Isles with 
England. 

Moreover, this misidentification weakens our evaluation of the 
supposedly internal problems of this empire and impedes a full 
appreciation of its major sources of weakress. The monistic and 
homogeneous concept of “Russia” does not easily permit an opera- 
tional understanding of the existence of empire, colonialism, na- 
tionalism, patriotic underground activity and similar phenomena 
that glaringly characterize the Soviet Union. Instead, it breeds 
uniformed doubt and skepticism in the face of even overwhelming 
evidence. This was parhaps best illustrated by western correspon- 
dents in the late forties who could not digest the existence of a 
Ukrainian Insurgent Army until it was necessary for its command 
to provide flesh-and-blood evidence on West German soil. 

A third point of significance regarding this myth is not only 
the basis for misdirected psychological warfare that it erects, but 
also the adverse psychological reaction that it inevitably produces 
among the peoples in the various nations so misidentified. As in- 
dividuals possess the instinct for proper and true identification, 
so do groups of people and nations. The reaction of a Ukrainian 
or Georgian being called a Russian is similar to that of an Irish- 
man being misidentified as an Englishman. To refer to these non- 
Russian nationals as “peoples of Russia,” or to Ukraine as the “Texas 
of Russia,” or to Armenia as “Russian Armenia” is in the minds 
of these different peoples tantamount to a stamp of approval on the 
present Russian totalitarian empire which secures their bondage. 
In these trying times, marked by close competition for the minds 
of men everywhere, let us not forget that we, as rightly proud 
Americans, possess no monopoly on love of country, its rich her- 
itage, its hopeful future. 

Finally, this myth of Russia/Soviet Union is, as we shall see, 
a basic breeding ground for several other myths. It is a striking 
fact that adherence to this basic myth forms the preconceptual 
framework for the incurrence of other myths, distorting the picture 
of the USSR’s economy, political environment and history. This is 
most observable among American journalists who, by all evidence, 
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are notorious in this misidentification. One prominent writer for an 
internationally known newspaper argued the point that the term 
“Russia,” no matter how inaccurate and misleading, was necessary 
to conserve line space. The simple answer to that, with benefit of 
further space conservation, is the convenient use of USSR. If 
one reads works on the subject, he will find that even State Depart- 
ment experts of the accepted stature of George F. Kennan per- 
petuate this myth.’ Fortunately, the monumental hearings and 
reports on the Soviet Union by the Select House Committee to 
Investigate Communist Aggression have contributed in great meas- 
ure to dispel this common myth.* Much more remains, however, to 
eliminate its lingering character. 


Il. MYTH OF USSR/USA PARALLELISM 


Another outstanding myth in American circulation is the paral- 
lel myth which spreads the fiction that the Soviet Union is a 
federal union of states like the United States of America. This 
myth underlies the present usage of the term “the Soviets.” It 
also leads to many practical errors. Actually, the parallelism is as 
spurious as those drawn between the constitutions of the two en- 
tities or the secession problems associated with the two. This 
superficial parallelism indicates a conspicuous lack of historical 
knowledge with regard to the forcible origin of the Soviet Union 
and its multinational composition, which in themselves are suf- 
ficient to destroy the parallelism. The federal union of the United 
States came into being and expanded through the free will of 
previously independent and autonomous states and territories: the 
Soviet Union originated and developed entirely on the basis of 
armed conquest and forced incorporation of the conquered coun- 
tries. The United States represents the prime example of democratic 
and free federalization: the Soviet Union is the prime example of 
a totalitarian empire disguised as a federal union. The United 
States is a single, integrated and united nation; the Soviet Union, 
as the original Russian Bolshevik Empire, is a forcibly contrived 
structure holding in captivity many different nations, with different 
languages, customs, histories and distinctive peoples. 

These essential, general facts adequately explode the parallel 
myth, and yet one finds Mr. Kennan equating Ukraine to Penn- 


1 Burnham, James, Containment or Liberation?, The John Day Co., New 
York, 1953, chapters 1-2. 

2 Investigation of Communist Takeover and Occupation of the Non-Russian 
Nations of the USSR, Select Committee on Communist Aggression, House of 
Representatives, 1954. 
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sylvania, Senator Wiley paralleling it to Texas, Ambassador Lodge 
comparing Byelorussia with Massachusetts, and a score of news- 
paper editors committing the same mistake.’ Is it little wonder 
that our people still cannot comprehend the tremendous fact that 
the Soviet Union, behind its nominal facade, is the greatest and 
worst empire in the pages of human history? From the viewpoint 
of the functional import of this myth, it should be obvious why we 
continue to fail in our psychological efforts and political warfare 
to the extent that millions in Asia and Africa are of the Moscow- 
inspired belief that the United States and its allies are the chief 
symbols of imperialism and colonialism. The prime representative 
of these historical evils, on the other hand, is thought to be a 
paradise of happy nations as well as of prosperous workers. Most 
ironical, isn’t it? And yet a supreme irony capable of moulding 
our own destruction. 

In his remarkable address before the American Legion con- 
vention in Miami several years ago, Secretary of State Dulles 
pointed in the direction of demolishing the parallel myth when, 
on the matter of forging a vast domain, he stated, “The Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics is itself a multinational state consisting 
of 16 so-called republics, several of which were once independent 
nations.” * The fact is that most of them were once independent, 
and when later the Secretary pointed out that, “the Soviet bloc 
represents an amalgamation of about 900 million people, normally 
constituting more than 20 distinct national groups,” he necessarily 
implied Ukraine, White Ruthenia, Georgia and the other non-Russian 
nations in the USSR to arrive at this figure. 


It appeared at the time that many competent observers were 
ready for a forthright, operational policy toward the Soviet Union 
as an empire within an empire. For example, a diplomatic cor- 
respondent for Newsweek, stressed that “serious American thought 
also must be given to the nationally conscious Soviet component 
such as the Ukraine and Byelorussia. The fact that these two 
nations have their own representatives in the U.N. has never been 
properly utilized by the United States. To encourage their independ- 
ence and to strive for the decentralization of the Soviet Union into 
its separate though not necessarily unfriendly components is likely 
to become one of the chief United States objectives.” * Of course, 


3 Review of the United Nations Charter, Committee on Foreign Relations, 
U.S. Senate, 1955, p. 1832. 

4 The New York Times, October 11, 1955. 

5 Edward Weintal, Newsweek, August 29, 1955. 
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the sooner this objective is established, the sooner we shall begin 
to overshadow and dwarf Moscow’s current propaganda on Western 
imperialism and colonialism. 


Ill. THE POPULATIONAL MYTH 


Despite Moscow’s 1959-60 census disclosures, a third myth, 
closely associated with the first basic one, is the populational myth. 
This subsidiary myth is usually reflected in such phrases and 
terms as “the national minorities of Russia,” “the 177 nationalities 
in the USSR,” and “the nationality problem in the Soviet Union.” 
It seeps into much economic and political literature on the Soviet 
Union and only serves to misguide the reader in his perspectival 
understanding of this area.° Those conditioned by this myth are 
obsessed with the baseless fear that should this empire colossus 
collapse, it would invite unmanageable chaos: others are led into 
the fiction that the situation in the Soviet Union is similar to the 
“minorities setup” in the United States. Another fiction related 
to this myth parallels the territorial expansion of the Russian Em- 
pire with that of the United States, with the gifts of civilization 
meted out by Moscow to the “Indians” of Eastern Europe and Asia. 
In passing, it should be noted that many individuals in this country, 
nurturing a mystical pro-Russian bias for the eternity of “Holy 
Mother Russia” and its vast colonial domains, not inadverently but 
deliberately circulate this populational myth in order to discourage 
thinking and action directed at the freedom and independence of 
the non-Russian nations in the Soviet Union. 

Again, stubborn facts explode this myth and each of its 
created fictions. Taking the Soviet Union as a whole, it is a reason- 
able estimate that about 54 percent of the population is non-Russian. 
More important than this is the overriding fact that fourteen of 
the Soviet republics are populated in the greatest majority by 
their natives, and if one correctly combines the five central Asiatic 
republics into the Moslemic country of Turkestan, there are already 
ten integrated, unified nations. With distinctive cultures and his- 
tories in this empire of many countries, these nations could scarcely 
be reduced to the level of national minorities, no more than the 
Polish people could in the event of Poland’s incorporation into the 
Soviet Union. Furthermore, the “177 nationalities in the USSR” is 
clearly a statistical fraud since a multitude of small tribal units, 
misclassified as nationalities, are lumped with a dozen non- 


6 E.g., Tensions Within the Soviet Union, Senate Document No. 41, 1951, 
p. 32. 





132 The Ukrainian Quarterly 


Russian nations that alone account for over 90 percent of the ap- 
proximately 115 million non-Russian people in the USSR. Although 
a favorite phrase with Moscow and Stalin, there is really no “na- 
tionality problem” in the Soviet Union—the problem is one of co- 
lonial empire or free and independent nations. And lastly, since 
the dozen non-Russian nations possess such large populations and 
territories and since the continuous histories of some go as far 
back as 4,000 years, the fear of unmanageable chaos and the 
parallels with the minorities and territorial expansion of the United 
States are clearly imaginary. 


IV. THE IDEOLOGICAL MYTH OF SOVIET COMMUNISM 


One of the most befogging myths which is sustained by a 
rumber of our governmental agencies is the ideological myth. It 
holds that the real enemy confronting the free world is Soviet 
communism or international communism. Those embracing this 
myth argue that we must not use the term totalitarian Russian 
imperialism because this would implicate the Russian people and 
thus a particular nation would seem to be responsible for the 
crimes of communism, or, simply, we should not appear to be anti- 
Russian. Others so inebriated by this myth go so far as to write 
about “the Soviet man” or “the Soviet people.” * This also is a 
favorite Moscow usage fashioned to conceal the real facts.* In the 
meantime, others dwell on the absurdity of “a Soviet nation.” It 
would seem from all this that the enemy is some enigmatic phe- 
nomenon dangling from the sky, without any roots in the soil, or 
bone and blood, of history. 


The ideological myth is a most dangerous one because we are 
prone to lose sight of the real enemy and thus lose ourselves. His- 
tory teaches that the real enemy is imperialist Russian totali- 
tarianism. In the past, the empire-building of imperialist Russian 
totalitarianism was pursued under the banners of “The Third 
Rome” and Pan-Slavism; today it is communism, and for the 
world. Briefly, the behavior of the Soviet Union doesn’t bear the 
remotest relation to the fundamental doctrine of historical ma- 
terialism in Marxist philosophy, not to mention other outmoded 
Marxian ideas. 

Thus the use of the term “Soviet communism” or “international 
communism” is meaningless for our purposes, especially, when 


7 See Isaac Don Levine, Life Magazine, March 23, 1953. 
8 E.g., “Theses On the Tercentenary of the Reunion of the Ukraine with 
Russia,” TASS, January 13, 1954. 
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thought of in terms of imperialist aggressions. We recall that a 
soviet, by definition, is a representative workers’ council. Are we, 
in response to Khrushchev, in effect telling the peoples of Asia and 
elsewhere that what they have to oppose are the economic forms 
of the Soviet Union or the imperialist aggressiveness of its workers? 
Semantically, these terms imply just this and, needless to say, 
we make little impression on them. The concrete threat of imperial- 
ist Russian totalitarianism, with its impeccability of the State, co- 
lonialism, ultimate Moscow control over foreign territories and 
empire absorption, not only conforms with indisputable facts but 
also possesses flesh and blood meaning in the stream of human 
events. 


V. THE HISTORICAL MYTH OF “FIRST VICTIMS” 


Objectively, to identify the real enemy as such does not mean 
by any stretch of logic or imagination the indictment of the Rus- 
sian people for the crimes of imperialist Russian totalitarianism; 
nor does it give the appearance of being anti-Russian. We had no 
qualms in characterizing German Nazism and Italian Fascism for 
what they were, without imposing common guilt upon the under- 
lying populace. The mass of the Russian people is in enslavement 
as any other within the expanded empire and, perhaps more than 
any other, stands in the greatest need of democratizing growth 
which it really has never experienced. The autocratic machinery 
has always prevailed in Russia and it is here that the source of 
responsibility rests. 

Although one cannot but morally assume this just position, 
it surely does not follow that he must uncritically accept the cir- 
culated historical myth that the first victims of Bolshevik aggression 
were the Russian people. Scholars of the stature of Father Edmund 
Walsh, George Fedetov and many others are in complete agreement 
that without the broad support of the Russian people, induced by 
the Bolshevik platform of “bread, peace, land,” Lenin coudn’t 
possibly have established his regime in 1917, regardless of the 
coup that took place. Here, again, history amply shows that the 
first true victims of totalitarian Russian aggression are non-Rus- 
sian nations whose independent republics of Ukraine, White Ru- 
thenia, Georgia and others were devastated by the Red Russian 
armies under Trotsky in the period of 1918-20. This set the intel- 
ligible pattern of aggression against the Baltic states and those 
of Central Europe some twenty years later. In short, traditional 
Russian totalitarianism, for which the nonvested masses of the 
Russian nation are scarcely responsible, simply acquired in 1917 
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the messianic cloak of a new crusade to beguile the still uncon- 
quered peoples and nations of the free world. | 


VI. THE SEMANTIC MYTH ON DISMEMBERMENT OF RUSSIA 


There is also in circulation the semantic myth on the dismem- 
berment of Russia which transports the foolish notion that the 
liberation and independence of the non-Russian nations in the 
USSR means the division of the territory of the Russian nation. 
It is evident that this is an inferential argument of deception 
stemming from the first myth which finds currency in many popular 
writings. What is not honestly stated is the truth that such libera- 
tion and independence necessarily means the wholesome division 
and disintegration of an empire, which is something entirely dif- 
ferent from the alleged division of the ethnographic territory and 
habitat of the Russian people. 

In the empire framework of the USSR, Russia is itself a 
federated republic which, as far as the record shows, no one seeks 
to dismember, except perhaps the Siberyaks, or Russian separatists, 
in Soviet Asia, for whom the centralized control of Moscow has 
always been exasperating. In the earliest period of Russian Bolshe- 
vism, the maritime provinces in the Far East succeeded in gaining 
their own political independence and, ever since, the real possibility 
of this division of Russia has existed. However, this is clearly 
distinguishable from the issue of dividing an empire, as constituted 
by the Soviet Union, through the natural forces of enlightened 
nationalism and national patriotism. These forces are operative in 
each of the non-Russian countries which have been forced into 
this uneasy federation. 


VII. THE BIG-BROTHER MYTH 


Those who study both Russian totalitarian and even Russian 
emigre literature are also impressed by the big-brother myth. The 
myth maintains, among other things, that the non-Russian nations 
in the USSR do not desire their real independence and those who 
advocate it are “separatists,” “extremists,” and, as the Kremlin 
puts it, “bourgeois nationalists.” At first sight this myth should 
be recognized as an insult to the intelligence of any interested 
audience—peoples not wanting their independence. Yet, it is skill- 
fully used to the extent of rewriting the early distinctive histories 
of Ukraine, White Ruthenia, and Muscovy (Russia) on the basis 
of a brotherhood of peoples notion, with the supposedly great 
Russians invariably the big brothers. It appears incessantly ia 
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Russian totalitarian propaganda as, for instance, in the .TASS 
dissertation quoted above, we find, ‘With the great brotherly as- 
sistance of the Russian people, in all national republics a highly 
developed industry was built.’’ ° One of the major indictments against 
Beria was based on his attempt to undermine this big brotherly 
relationship.’® The expensive fanfare of the Pereyaslav celebration 
in the entire year of 1954 was staged on this theme (The New York 
_Times editorial, December 20, 1953, “Ukraine and Russia’) and a 
dubious gift by Moscow of non-Russian Crimean territory to 
Ukraine was transacted as an overt token of this relationship 
(The New York Times, February 27, 1954, p. 1). 

In actual fact, of course, there is no special brotherly relation- 
ship between the peoples of Ukraine, White Ruthenia, Georgia, 
and so forth, and Russia than what exists between these and 
peoples of other nations. It is plainly a propaganda theme with many 
deceptive ramifications. If one takes the utterances of Stalin and 
the several funeral orations at Stalin’s bier, for example, the myth 
is magnified to racial proportions, with the “great Russians’ as 
the chosen people of history. Behind the myth, however, the in- 
vincible struggle persists in order to arrive at sound neighborly 
relations by abolishing the colonial and imperialist yoke of Mos- 
cow from the non-Russian territories and countries of the USSR 
empire. 

VII. THE SATELLITE MYTH 


Perhaps more widespread and damaging than several of the 
preceding myths is the satellite myth upon which, curiously enough, 
a number of official undertakings are based. According to this 
myth, the beginning of totalitarian Russian imperialist aggression 
is dated as of the 1940’s with the destruction of the national in- 
deyendence of the Baltic States and those of Central Europe. It 
spawns the specious argument that an enduring and just peace 
could be established with the removal of the Iron Curtain east- 
ward to the prewar borders of the Soviet Union. Upon reflection, 
one should have no difficulty in perceiving the correlative signi- 
ficance of this myth with the other outstanding ones. In over 90 
percent of political addresses and journalistic pieces on the subject, 
the satellite myth is invariably expressed against the background 
of the others. From an analytical viewpoint, this is of little wonder 
when the Soviet Union is viewed merely as Russia, a fictitious 


9 Ibid., p. 12. 
10 The New York Times, December 17, 1953, p. 12. 
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nation of over 200 million Russians, or an alleged “federal union” 
such as ours with foreign language minorities. 

Adherence to this myth, as evidenced by such terms as “the 
gatellite countries,” “the satellites of the Soviet Union,” or “the 
satellite peoples,’ produces a number of unfortunate and back- 
firing results that the adherents are usually unaware of. One, 
quite obviously, is the fact that it serves to conceal the greater 
part of the entire and full record of imperialistic Russian ag- 
gression since 1917. This scarcely helps our own propaganda cause. 
Second, the inexcusable lack of historical background upon which 
the myth thrives, objectively makes sham of our ceaseless pro- 
fessions on the indivisibility of freedom for all nations. The longer 
experiences under the yoke of Moscow of most of the non-Russian 
nations in the Soviet Union are substantially repeated in the so- 
called satellite countries, pitted now in similar captivity. But when 
their peoples hear that we are interested only in liberating the 
“satellite peoples,’ what could be their only reaction to our espousal 
of freedom everywhere? Are they the lost segment of humanity, 
despite a total population in excess of the “satellites’’? 

In addition, the satellite thesis detracts seriously, from our 
power of argument on the issues of colonialism and imperialism. 
The Russian totalitarian empire is far greater in geography than 
that represented just by the “satellite areas.” Its greatest base is 
the long and broad non-Russian territories of the Soviet Union 
itself, but the satellite usage only helps to hide this fact, with 
evident benefit to the enemy. Also, even if it were more than 
academic in character, the notion of prewar border withdrawal 
would not secure the type of peace we all seek, based on freedom 
with justice for all nations. Although it might bring desired free- 
dom and independence to one part of the empire, it would still 
fall short of eliminating the powerful source of world tension and 
peril. 

The one great lesson of the past forty years that history 
teaches is that the surest guarantee of the independence of the 
Baltic States, Poland, Czecho-Slovakia, Hungary, Bulgaria, and Ru- 
mania is the sustained independence of Ukraine, White Ruthenia, 
Georgia, and other non-Russian nations now held captive in the 
Soviet Union. In the realm of historical reality, had this real 
possible course to what actually happened been realized, the former 
would not be in captivity today. Their state is one of mutual cap- 
tivity. They all fall in the category of captive and occupied nations. 
And the “Captive Nations Week Resolution” which Congress passed 
in 1959 stresses this important point. 
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IX. THE MYTH OF PEACEFUL COEXISTENCE 


The final myth is that of peaceful coexistence. The term was 
originally used by Lenin before the conquest of the non-Russian 
nations. The term has been exploited in a variety of ways: as a 
propaganda prop to the shortsighted containment policy, as the 
hopeful theme to the misapplied doctrine of evolution, as the in- 
spiration to the now lost “spirit of Camp David,” as the ticket for 
superficial trips to Moscow, and as part of the horrendous slogan 
“coexistence or codestruction.” Further, we have been told that 
peaceful coexistence and preventive war are the only alternatives 
cpen to us in our policy toward the Soviet Union. Its slogan value 
can hardly be denied. The basis of such value is the natural yearn- 
ing of all of us for peace and the avoidance of military conflict. 

The ideal of peaceful coexistence among nations presupposes, 
by its very nature, a free cultural intercourse of peoples, a liberal 
exchange of ideas and information, a minimum of government 
restriction on the universally contributory activities of individuals. 
The political realities of the present don’t even permit a faint ap- 
proximation to this ideal, and events of the past few months 
furnish additional evidence of this. The blunt fact is that so long 
as the Iron Curtain exists, whether at its present location or at 
the prewar borders, these requisite conditions for peaceful coexist- 
ence cannot possibly be realized. A further blunt fact is that the 
Iron Curtain, as to some notable degree in the past, is an institu- 
tional necessity to the conserved power of imperialist Russian 
totalitarianism. To remove the Iron Curtain means to undermine 
the regime and its vast covert operations. But, needless to say, the 
totalitarian Russian regime is determined to remain in power in- 
definitely. 


Logically, then, peaceful coexistence stands only as a myth, 
the retention of which can be of practical benefit only to Moscow. 
With it, Moscow lulls the free world into a state of false security; 
behind the smokescreen, it feverishly pursues its planned work to 
subvert, divide, and eventually physically destroy the remaining 
free nations of the world. In short, containment, evolution, and 
peaceful coexistence constitute passive variants that afford Mos- 
cow the invaluable asset of time to achieve the goals of this 
sinister work. As spelled out rigorously in one of my previous 
writings, these episodes of passive and operationally deficient policy 
represent negative supports for the Communist Calculus for World 
Conquest (The Congressional Record, July 28, 1955). There is grave 
jong-run danger in this gamble for ourselves. Material power alone, 
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for mass retaliation or otherwise, will not save us. A relentless 
spirit of revolution in our global struggle for independence is the 
hasic requirement of the day. Unfolded by peaceful means, this 
recessary spirit can find compatible expression only in a strong 
policy of emancipation which is the third and soundest alternative 
open to us. The cold war never subsided with “the spirit of Camp 
David.” Always the finest and most skillful instrumentalists, the im- 
perialist rulers of Moscow exploited this spirit to the nth degree 
in pursuit of their own objectives. It was an integral part of the 
cold war as, indeed, everything is in the eyes of the Russian 
totalitarians. 

These enumerated myths likewise are a part of the cold war. 
Their potency and breath of circulation work to our weakness and, 
thus, to the relative advantage of the powerful enemy. They con- 
fuse, disinform, hinder, and impede, causing much needless waste 
in our endeavors to defeat the dedicated Russian totalitarian 
enemy. In this struggle for keeps, lest we delude ourselves, the 
only alternative to victory over imperialist Russian totalitarianism is 
disastrous defeat for ourselves. The historical dynamics of our 
times disallow any middle ground. It is thus necessary to dispel 
end destroy these myths that incubate the ingredients of defeat 
for our great Nation. 





THE “SUMMIT” CONFERENCE OF 1960 


By CLARENCE A. MANNING 


The “Summit” Conference which was scheduled to meet in 
Paris on May 16, 1960, collapsed in a flood of invective by Nikita 
S. Khrushchev even before the Conference held its first formal 
session. It was only unfortunate that events had so shaped them- 
selves that he was able to lay the full blame for it upon President 
Eisenhower who became the butt of his attack. To understand this 
unusual situation, we must go back to the preliminaries of the 
Conference. 

When in the autumn of 1958 Khrushchev delivered his ulti- 
matum on the subject of West Berlin and demanded that the 
Western nations withdraw their forces and allow him to establish 
it as a free city in the German Democratic Republic with which 
he proposed to sign a formal peace treaty, the Western powers 
objected. After a series of negotiations, there was held in the sum- 
mer of 1959 a Conference of Foreign Ministers ostensibly as a 
prelude to a “Summit” Conference. This rapidly became deadlocked 
and while the Western powers offered some concessions, these 
were not acceptable to the USSR. In an effort to break the dead- 
lock, President Eisenhower invited Khrushchev to visit the United 
States and after these visits to Washington and other cities, 
Khrushchev seized the opportunity to launch his proposals for an 
uncontrolled disarmament before the United Nations and an ap- 
parently friendly visit with President Eisenhower at Camp David 
gave him the basis to preach his views on “peaceful coexistence” 
under the name of “the spirit of Camp David.” He also invited 
the President to visit Moscow in the early summer of 1960. The 
“Summit” Conference was set for May 16, 1960, in Paris on the 
invitation of President De Gaulle. 

1959 was indeed a year of visiting. Vice President Nixon 
visited Moscow to open an American exhibition. Many would-be 
Democratic candidates for President went over. A bipartisan com- 
mittee of State Governors paid a visit. On the other hand many 
high Soviet functionaries came to the United States. It seemed as 
if the way were open for a relief of the tensions left by the cold war 
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and there came a general conviction and hope in the West that 
the danger of an atomic war with its almost universal destruction 
was being averted. Khrushchev put himself out to be agreeable and 
many believed that at the proposed “Summit” Conference he would 
offer some concessions that he could not allow his subordinates 
to make and that then all would be well. 

Yet at bottom it was far too evident to the close observer not 
blinded by his hopes and dreams that the two sides were looking 
for very different things from the “Summit” Conference. The coldly 
realistic Khrushchev with his skill in Aesopean language regarded 
the “Summit’’ Conference as a place where the West would accept 
his views on Germany and Berlin and make it possible for him to 
proceed to new triumphs. To him “peaceful coexistence” meant a 
free hand for the Soviet Unicn to intrude itself into the entire 
capitalistic world and carry on its intrigues as it would. In other 
words, he looked for a complete victory for the Communists and 
was perhaps willing to grant a few temporary sops to his opponents 
as a price for their surrender. To the West the Conference seemed 
a way of reducing tensions and of taking the first steps, perhaps 
faltering at first, to a solution of the problems that had arisen. 
These included West Berlin and Germany, the conferences on nuclear 
explosions, controlled disarmament and possibly some agreement on 
the export of arms to the undeveloped countries. The West sought 
hopes and to buttress these hopes they tried to believe that the 
aggressive policy of Red China was contrary to the peaceful desires 
of the Kremlin leader. Khrushchev sought victory for his cause 
and if he favored a softer policy than Mao, it was only because he 
believed that he could lull the West to sleep and thus shorten and 
cheapen his road to victory. It was this difference that concealed 
under the phrases “peaceful coexistence” and the “spirit of Camp 
David” the real mutual misconceptions of the purpose of the Con- 
ference. 

As the time for the Conference approached, some appreciation 
of this underlying difference in the conceptions began to permeate 
the responsible leaders on both sides. Secretary Herter and Under- 
Secretary Dillon emphasized that the West did not intend to sur- 
render unreservedly. They used diplomatic language and tried to 
avoid any pronunciamentos that would jeopardize the Conference. 
Yet they realized that more depended upon Khrushchev’s mood 
than they wanted to say publicly. Their anxiety was scarcely re- 
flected by many would-be political candidates who were hoping to 
profit by their own talks with Khrushchev. On the other hand 
Khrushchev began to recognize the truth and more and more 
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clearly he began to attack the leading American officials for break- 
ing the “spirit of Camp David” and wanting to continue the cold 
war. He showed this markedly in his speech in Baku at the end 
of April but his convictions were likewise stronger than his words. 
Through April he pinned his hopes on President Eisenhower who 
would, he felt, insist upon concessions to maintain his reputation 
as a peacemaker and mediator. 

Up to May 1, this uncertainty prevailed over the plans for the 
Conference. There was even doubt whether the tentative agreements 
of the Conference of Foreign Ministers were to be taken into ac- 
count. Everyone envisaged a meeting of the four leaders who 
would speedily agree on a few general principles and then as in 
1955 leave it to their Foreign Ministers to draw up detailed pro- 
grams to carry out the general agreements. The West hoped only 
for a relief of tensions. the continuation of the status quo but with 
a warmer undertone. The East hoped for a surrender, while the 
less optimistic Mao and perhaps some undefined Russian leaders 
following in the policies of Stalin, warned that Khrushchev’s hones 
were vague and unfounded and might result badly for the Kremlin. 
They did not believe that the West would surrender so easily. 

Then came the eveonener. On May 1, an American unarmed 
“weather plane,” a U-2. descended on Russian territory apparently 
near Sverdlovsk and the pilot fell alive into Soviet hands. The 
details are still not clear. It is not known whether the plane met 
with an accident or whether it was brought down by a Soviet 
rocket. In the beginning some one blundered, for the Space Adminis- 
tration, the State Department, the C.I.A. and the Information 
Service all differed in their stories. This episode changed the plans 
of Khrushchev and gave him the opportunity of breaking up the 
Conference or at least of discrediting the United States and Presi- 
dent Eisenhower personally. 

When the Big Four met, Khrushchev burst out into a mass 
of invectives and presented terms of apology so insulting that 
President Eisenhower could not accept them. His dignified attitude 
angered Khrushchev still more and when Macmillan and De Gaulle 
refused to back him, he uttered a new round of insults and stated 
that he would attend no meeting with President Eisenhower during 
the rest of his term of office but would hope for a “Summit” Con- 
ference with his successor, a blunt way of saying that he expected 
the American people to elect as their next President a man who 
would be sympathetic to the Soviet dreams of world conquest or 
too dumb to understand them. There are signs that some Democratic 
leaders are inclined to rise to Khrushchev’s bait but the more 
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responsible realize that the points at dispute concern the organiza- 
tion of the American services involved and are not inclined to make 
themselves Soviet dupes. 

In fact, with his customary exuberance Khrushchev overplayed 
his hand. His loud protestations of horror and his assumption of 
his own superior virtue unified the Western powers at Paris and 
brought home to the other leaders the necessity of NATO and may 
have stiffened the resolution of even those countries which wavered 
at first and questioned the use of airfields on their territory by 
American planes which might on occasion be on espionage mis- 
sions. In fact if he continues on his present course, he may produce 
a situation where the Democratic candidate for President will 
almost inevitably be compelled to adopt a more aggressivcly anti- 
Soviet position than that of the present administration and tc 
charge that the willingness of President Eisenhower to attend 4 
“Summit” Conference and to invite Khrushchev to the United 
States was a form of appeasement. This may be the more inevitable, 
if the efforts to promote understanding by mutual visits are con- 
tinued and expanded. 

One indisputable fact is that “Summit” Conferences are not 
going to settle any point in dispute. The record of those previously 
held by President Roosevelt, Truman and Eisenhower have resulted 
only in agreements that the Soviet Union on one pretext or another 
has immediately broken and that was as true of the Soviet Union 
under Khrushchev himself as under Stalin. It should be well im- 
pressed upon the mind of Western and especially American states- 
men that the Soviet leaders talk and arrange these conferences 
with the sole idea of trapping the Western leaders of the free 
nations into making of concessions which will allow them to push on, 
on the day when Moscow becomes supreme. 

Furthermore the situation brings out again the often for- 
gotten point that negotiations to relieve tensions and not to settle 
problems are of dubious value. The questions at issue between 
the two sides, such questions as freedom and human rights, are 
not to be answered by a series of banquets and personal conversa- 
tions aimed to show that the leaders can meet without knifing 
each other in public and that they will trust each other, if they 
can talk amicably without going to the roots of the points that 
divide them. There has been too much of an idea accepted in 
idealistic circles that some intangible force will ultimately lead 
the tyrants in the Kremlin to respect human rights while they 
still hold their ill-gotten gains. If President Eisenhower’s experiences 
in Paris can be really understood and Khrushchev’s definition of 
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peaceful coexistence be interpreted as he interprets it, we can 
escape many more fiascos and possible and probable dangers. 

The actions of Khrushchev in Paris and of his Foreign Minister 
Gromyko at the United Nations have made clear the position of 
Moscow, a position basically unchanged since the time of Lenin. 
Communisi infiltration and espionage are legitimate and proper. 
Any attempts of the free world to learn what Moscow is doing 
are examples of aggression, invasion and imperialism and menace 
peace. It should dispose of the notions fiercely championed among 
many of the undeveloped states that they can hope within the 
United Nations to develop a “neutralist” bloc, that they can remain 
outside the struggle for freedom and secure safe help from both 
sides, even while they deny the postulates on which the United 
Nations were founded. 

It is still more dangerous and futile for serious thinkers to 
mull over the idea launched by Gomulka, the establishment of a 
demilitarized zone across Europe as a means of reducing tensions 
and in practice leaving most of Germany the helpless booty of 
Communist aggression. The advocates of this idea in its various 
forms are drawn from those people who were in favor of the com- 
plete annihilation of Germany during World War II and those who 
favor peace above all, who treasure the mere fact of existence 
without regard for what kind of existence they are preparing for 
the human race, once a free hand is given to the gangsters in the 
Kremlin. 

The influence of such theorists and the general desire for peace 
are still too strong to support the free world in any move designated 
to roll back the Iron Curtain. It is too certain that Khrushchev 
would react to that even more vigorously than he has in the past. 
The most that the West can do is to stand at least by its present 
position and refuse to countenance any action or compromise which 
seems to cast doubts upon the Allied rights in West Berlin and 
West Germany and to reward Moscow and its East German stooges 
by accepting any conditions which they may try to impose. As 
Chancellor Adenauer has repeatedly pointed out, any conceivable and 
possible change in Berlin would be for the worse and his was the 
one clear vision of what the “Summit” Conference would become. 
He must now be taking a wry satisfaction in the fact that Khru- 
shchev surpassed his expectations in producing a truly impossible 
situation. 

Khrushchev knows very well that one of the next steps in 
his plans must be to eliminate the free world from West Berlin, 
preferably by peaceful and deceptive means. At Paris he realized 
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that he was not going to secure that directly or at all at the present 
time, once his denunciations of President Eisenhower had failed to 
sway Macmillan and De Gaulle. He knows that under the same 
condition of Western unity he would achieve nothing by signing a 
so-called peace treaty with his East German puppets, for if the 
West mustered up its courage to oppose the enforcement of such 
a treaty, he would have to yield or start World War III. Neither 
alternative is satisfactory to him. So we may expect a considerable 
increase in pressure on the city or the maintenance of the status 
quo until, as he hopes, the American people elect in November a 
more pliant President who will respond to the Soviet call for peace 
without inquiring as to the cost. 

That may mean a relatively quiet summer or Khrushchev may 
attempt to vary the monotony and attract attention away from 
the city by some move elsewhere either directly or through Red 
China. We may indeed suggest that he is already laying the train 
for this in Cuba or he may strike in some other part of the world, 
probably as far from Berlin as possible, so as to distract attention 
and, if he can, draw off American armed forces for service in some 
other part of the world. 

To counter this, the United States and the free world must 
become more fully convinced than they are now that diplomacy 
is being conducted on a world-wide scale, freedom itself must be 
world-wide and that there can be no compromise on this score. 
It was in doubt on this, and the vague hope that some new 
world would emerge, that the United States and its allies al- 
lowed Stalin to break his own commitments and set up pseudo- 
popular governments of Communists and thus expand the Iron 
Curtain. For this reason it must be the conscious goal of the United 
States not only to contain Communism but to drop the notion that 
a peaceful coexistence of freedom and Communism is possible and 
therefore to give up the idea that Russia (USSR) has a definite 
area which it is entitled to force within its slave empire and from 
which it is entitled to exclude freedom. 

This is in a sense what the world is doing when it allows Red 
Moscow to insist upon the inclusion in a disarmament conference 
of as many Communist states as there are representatives of the 
free world. It is the same in all the other conferences that are now 
going on. All of them are duly reporting progress but in all of 
them the vital and effective points which would determine final 
success or failure, the problem of inspection and control, are still 
being persistently avoided in the hope that somehow there may be 
a relief of tension, a relief possible only in the mind of the West and 
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of that part of the West that does not want to face Communist 
reality. 

There is the same air of basic unreality over all negotiations 
with the Kremlin in all fields of activity. There have been ad hoc 
agreements, as American help in the case of the Hoover relief 
mission, American help to Stalin in World War II, the many agree- 
ments signed for all kinds of purposes, including the exchange of 
students and artists but at bottom there has not been an under- 
standing of principle which can be applied beyond the specific case 
and can be denounced at will by the Kremlin. There are far too 
many people who insist upon seeing this as the result of a Russian 
suspicion which can be overcome in time. It is not that but it is a 
direct result of the teachings of Lenin on the basis of certain 
Russian theories as well as the dogma of Karl Marx and any change 
in that attitude, however brought about, will menace immediately 
the existence of the Kremlin empire. Once that is grasped, much 
that seems strange will be at once clear and obvious. 

It is this same situation that menaces today the integrity of 
the United Nations. Moscow boycotted the meetings of the Security 
Council at the time of the Korean crisis and the United Nations 
responded and succeeded in saving Korean liberty at least in the 
south. Yet when it came time for the armistice, Moscow as a member 
of the United Nations argued that the United Nations formed one 
party to the negotiations and insisted that Russian-dominated Com- 
munist states which were members of the United Nations should 
sit as representatives of the North Koreans. The United Nations 
yielded this and ever since the USSR and its Communist satellites 
have equated the United Nations with imperialism even while they 
take advantage of it to further their own purposes. At one and the 
same time Moscow worked to bring the Suez question under the 
United Nations and to refuse the same organization admission to 
Hungary, an area in the Soviet domain. 

If it was the action of the United Nations in Korea which 
lifted the repute of that organization in international affairs and 
made it in some degree a reflection of the dreams of its founders, 
it was the separation of the right of action of the Communist 
members which began to doom it to sterility. The process has 
been aided by the multiplication of new members, many of which 
seem not to realize that membership in the organization involves 
duties and obligations as well as privileges. It lies back of the hope 
that these can form a new grouping which will avoid entanglement 
in the two great groups, the nations devoted to freedom and those 
_ interested in slavery. It is reflected in the refusal of the Soviet 
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leaders to allow the United Nations to make inspections of their 
territory and to insists that any action by the United Nations with 
its non-Communist delegations must be in truth a device of espionage. 
It is already clear and it was made still more definite by 
Khrushchev that the proposals of President Eisenhower for open 
skies under the United Nations was a new proposal for Western 
espionage. It was at the basis of Khrushchev’s refusal of all control 
until the Communists win the upper hand in the United Nations. 


The inherent danger of this policy is slurred over by many 
sincere apologists for the United Nations. For centuries the dreamers 
and leaders of the Western world have visualized a parliament of 
man, a federation of the world. They have seen it as a goal of 
humanity and when today the changing conditions have rendered its 
achievement possible, the United Nations seemed to be the answer. 
It was realized of course that it would be long before such an or- 
ganization could function at its best but no one realized that the 
Soviet Union would so pervert as it has done the very concepts of 
world organization. That is why, following Korea, men have talked 
of a world public opinion. They do not see that by its present at- 
titude the Soviet Union is scuttling the basic idea of the organization 
and why it is barring all normal development and making it not a 
common consensus of humanity or a superstate or world govern- 
ment but a scaffolding to be used for its own schemes of world 
domination by Communism. 

The danger of that process as the failure of the “Summit” 
Conference were all underlined by Khrushchev during his invective 
in Paris. That may not have brought World War III any nearer 
but it has intensified and pointed up the struggle between freedom 
and slavery. It has raised new calls for joint human action to 
counteract and resist world violence and it has once more adver- 
tised the fact that it is impossible to relieve tension by bargaining 
and compromising with gangsters and outlaws whether in the 
domestic or international sense. In that sense the torpedoed con- 
ference should highlight and emphasize the real task of humanity 
and the need of holding firm to the great ideals of humanity even 
if it means the relegation of Moscow and its satellite stooges to a 
perpetual boycott by all who want to be free and self-respecting 
citizens of a free world. 
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RUSSIA, THE JEWS AND THe UKRAINIAN 
LIBERATION MOVEMENT 


By LEw SHANKOWSKY 


(Conclusion ) 
3. FACE TO FACE: IS THERE UKRAINIAN ANTI-SEMITISM ? 


Our main problem lies in ascertaining the root causes of the 
irrational hostility to Jews which is called anti-Semitism. Of course, 
anti-Semitism is an effect and not a cause, and has to be recognized 
as such before one can even begin to talk about finding a solution 
to the problem. Chesterton rightly points out that “common sense 
demands an investigating of the causes of anti-Semitism” and bit- 
terly complains that the Jewish apologist rather fixes upon the 
effect (i. e. anti-Semitism). This method, says Chesterton, aggravates 
rather than alleviates the effect of the disease of anti-Semitism.’ * 

The primary component of anti-Semitism is hatred, which may 
have a different background: political, social, cultural, religious, 
psychological, etc., but contrary to wide-spread belief such hatred is 
not to be explained as being due to any faults of the Jews. 
What was the fault of the Jews in their Pale of Settlement 
in Czarist Russia that they should have been so heavily per- 
secuted by the Czarist regime? The extermination of Jews in Rus- 
sia, men, women, and children by the notorious “black hundreds” 
for no other reason than they were Jews, indicates that there was 
something diabolical in the government and police sponsored hatred. 
Perhaps Joshua Trachtenberg was right in pointing out that there 
were also superstitious elements in anti-Semitism.’’ In any event, 
the complex phenomenon of anti-Semitism has existed as long as 
Jews have lived among the non-Jews in the Diaspora. In the coure of 
nearly two millennia of their living in dispersion, horror upon horror 
has piled upon the Jews, falsehood upon falsehood has faced them 
unjustly in all the lands of the world. The cumulative effect is in- 
supportable even for a “Chosen People.” In this effect the author 
sees a grave threat to mankind."* 

In modern times this threat has been growing. Whatever the 
cancerous doctrine of anti-Semitism in ancient and medieval times 


16 * All footnotes appear at the end of this article (p. 159). 
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might have been, the 19th and 20th centuries spawned a new form 
of anti-Semitism. This new anti-Semitism developed its own “philo- 
sophy,” “ideology,” “programs,” and “popular movement,” carefully 
organized and politically exploited and directed by skillful leaders 
well versed in the arts of politics and propaganda. In the modern 
sense, anti-Semitism became “scientific,” and it was Germany which 
became notorious not only for having given birth to such anti- 
Semitism, but also for exporting it outside her borders, e.g., to 
Russia. Even before the rise of Nazism a pleiad of anti-Semites, 
from Johann Gottlieb Fichte and Jacob Friedrich Fries to Hans F. 
Gunther and Alfred Rosenberg, preached anti-Semitism among the 
German people, held anti-Semitic congresses, and established anti- 
Semitic leagues in Germany.’® Karl Marx himself was a violent 
anti-Semite and so was Friedrich Engels.”° 

A “spontaneous,” “popular’”’ anti-Semitism is not as pernicious 
as calculated and organized anti-Semitism. It becomes especially 
dangerous if a state or powerful party adopts it as an official policy, 
gives it an “ideology” and “program,” spreads it by skillful pro- 
paganda and, finally, exterminates Jews through hunger, cold, pesti- 
lence, torture, medical experimentation, shooting squads, gas cham- 
bers and crematories. This precisely happened in totalitarian Nazi 
Germany where anti-Semitism became an effect of organized and 
systematic propagation of hatred by so-called anti-Semites and 
wholesale extermination of Jews was carried out by a powerful 
totalitarian machine. 

The question arises: where else did anti-Semitism of such 
character and dimensions flourish? Where else in modern times 
did it exist in the form of an organized and government-sponsored 
movement? The answer is: Russia. Anti-Semitic traditions in Russia 
are of long standing: the first encounter of Jews and Russians in 
Polotsk in 1563, ended with a large scale pogrom of Jews by Rus- 
sians.*' Since then, anti-Semitism in Russia has continued unabated, 
marked by a series of cruel pogroms in the 19th and 20th centuries. 
The very term pogrom came to the Western languages from the 
Russian, meaning a massacre, riot, pillage, etc. officially instigated 
and directed against the Jews. 

The unhappy lot of the Jews in the Russia of the Czars gained 
world-wide notice. A medieval anti-Semitism became an integral 
part of the policy of the Russian empire. At the Berlin Congress, 
1878, Gorchakov said that the interests of Russia necessitated an 
inferior position for the Jews, and to produce this inferior position 
the Czarist government confined the Jews to the “Pale of Jewish 
Settlement’’"—a huge ghetto in the western part of the empire. The 
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Russian May laws of 1882, with their arbitrary confiscations of 
Jewish property and reduction of Jews to misery, were a prototype 
of the Nuremberg laws, while the Protocols of the Learned Elders 
of Zion, invented for anti-Semitic propaganda purposes in Russia, 
became another Myth of the Twentieth Century. The lot of Russian 
Jews in the Pale of Settlement (in 1897 they were expelled from 
Moscow), restricted, pogromed and humiliated, put an anti-Semitic 
mark on the Russian empire and caused its condemnation through- 
out the world.” 

Did the lot of the Jews in Russia change when the power 
passed into the hands of the Russian Communists? It did rot. The 
history of the Soviet Russian domination is full of proofs that anti- 
Semitism remained an official policy of the Soviet government and 
the Russian Communist Party. It is true that the Soviet government 
was very careful not to issue laws discriminating against Jews as 
such. On the contrary, it issued laws prohibiting any manifesta- 
tions of anti-Semitism and making it a criminal offense of counter- 
revolutionary character, punishable usually by death. But what 
happened behind this screen of laws? The Jews were not only 
persecuted in the USSR, but destroyed with the deadly precision 
of a totalitarian power, which is able to marshal all its resources 
to achieve its aims. 

There is much prejudice with regard to the Soviet anti-dis- 
crimination laws of the 1920s. People the world over are inclined 
to take them at face value and to praise the Soviet government for 
its stand on paper against anti-Semitism. To be sure, at the outset 
it seemed that the laws might work, and that the days of pogroms 
and of the Pale of Settlement had vanished forever. For the first 
time in the history of Russia, Jews were able to occupy key posi- 
tions not only in the party organization and in the central state 
apparatus, but also in the administration, police, economic ap- 
paratus, commerce, etc. Propagation of anti-Semitism was not only 
punished, but also a program of re-education of the wide masses 
of the population was initiated to eliminate all manifestations of 
anti-Semitism. However, seen with hindsight, one cannot doubt 
that this pro-Semitic policy of a totalitarian and terroristic Soviet 
regime had its long-range anti-Semitic effects. Although paradoxical, 
this is, nevertheless, true. First of all, terroristic Soviet Russia had 
urgent need of a scapegoat, and she found it in the Jews, whom she 
used as commissars of the new regime so hated and despised by 
the populace. Hence, it was quite natural that the people should 
identify the new regime with the Jews, and this contributed sub- 
stantially to the rise of popular anti-Semitism in the USSR. On 
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the other side, this pro-Semitic policy of the Soviet government had 
a pernicious effect on the Jews themselves. As its consequence, 
many Jews, and especially the youth, sought to deny their very 
natures and to identify themselves completely with “good” Soviet 
Russians, accepting their political and ethical ideals and sincerely 
trying to become the most loyal and useful citizens of ‘‘new” Russia. 
In their zeal, they sometimes outdid others proving their loyalty, 
even closing their eyes to what the “good” Russians did to their 
own brethren in blood—the Jews. And much was done. Having 
secured impunity in world opinion by emphasizing in their prop- 
aganda that “anti-Semitism” is “hostile to the proletariat” and 
that “it is low and beneath human dignity,” the Russian Com- 
munists were able in the 1920s to liquidate tens and hundreds of 
thousands of Jews. The Jews were not done away with as Jews, 
but as “capitalists,” “Jewish bourgeois nationalists,” ‘“Bundists,” 
“Zionists,” ‘“Mensheviks,”’ and what have you. Walter Kolarz is 
quite correct in pointing out that the liquidation of the leaders and 
activists of the Jewish non-communist political parties proved to 
be more ruthless than the liquidation of the political leaders among 
other peoples of the USSR. The persecution of “Bundists” and 


“Zionists” was especially bestial. The extent to which the Russian 
Communists hated the Jewish Socialists is indicated by the fact 
that even in the winter of 1941, at a time when the USSR was 
engaged in its struggle with the Nazi invaders, Stalin ordered the 
execution of two outstanding “Bund” leaders, Henryk Erlich and 
Victor Alter on trumped-up charges of espionage for Hitler’s cause.** 


However, the heaviest blow dealt by the Soviet government was 
directed at the Jewish religion. There is hardly a people in the world 
so closely bound up with their religion as are the Jews. Whoever 
knows that Judaism is the most sacred thing in Jewish national 
life must also know that the attacks on the Jewish religion are not 
simply “anti-religious” propaganda, but must be regarded as the 
very core of the Soviet version of ideological anti-Semitism. In our 
opinion there is no difference in substance between, e.g., the 
Apikoires (The Heretic), a Soviet journal in Yiddish devoted to 
derision of Jewish religion, Jewish traditions, Jewish customs, Jew- 
ish history, Jewish rabbis, etc., and Stwermer, a Nazi journal devoted 
to exactly the same thing. And there is no difference between the 
closing of synagogues by Nazi storm-troopers in Germany and the 
closing of synagogues by the “Jews themselves,” i.e., by Jewish 
hooligans on the instigation and under the direction of the Big 
Russian brethren. Both had the same effect. 
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At this point still another injurious effect of the Soviet prop- 
aganda claim of wiping out all traces of anti-Semitism must be 
mentioned. This propaganda blinded the Jews in the USSR to the 
extent that they could not see the real anti-Semitism behind it. 
But it was not Jews in the USSR alone who were blinded; the whole 
world was blinded, too. On the one hand, such Soviet propaganda 
helped spread the idea of “Judeo-Bolshevism,” i.e. the impression 
that the USSR is some sort of paradise for Jews, that this total- 
itarian state was conceived by Jews, was almost founded by Jews, 
and is governed by commissars the majority of whom are Jews. 
This Soviet propaganda largely contributed to the growth of anti- 
Semitism inasmuch as the idea of “Judeo-Bolshevism” became one 
of the main ideological weapons of the Nazis and the Russian re- 
actionaries. On the other hand, however: some Jews in the Diaspora, 
sincerely believing the Soviet propaganda of a Jewish paradise free 
of anti-Semitism, gravitated more and more towards “new’’ Rus- 
sia and soon found themselves in all parts of the world among the 
most vociferous propagandists in her behalf. This is no exaggera- 
tion. Even at the time of the Slansky trial in Prague, Rabbi Abba 
Hillel Silver, one of the most influential Zionist leaders in the 
U.S., declared at the Zionist banquet in Philadelphia (Dec. 2, 1952) 
that he was not prepared to label Czechoslovakia and other socialist 
countries, including the Soviet Union, as “anti-Semitic.” In sup- 
port of his opinion he referred to the “laws” prohibiting anti- 
Semitism in all countries behind the Iron Curtain.** Thus, to quote 
Koestler’s words, the “new” Russia became a new “opiate for the 
people, and everything Russian became a faith.” 

Of course, Rabbi Silver was not alone in his opinion. In one 
of his articles on Soviet anti-Semitism, Solomon M. Schwarz rightly 
observed that in world opinion any facts of “any widespread popular 
anti-Semitism, much less of any official policy of anti-Semitism in 
the USSR were rejected as unthinkable in the light of official pro- 
nouncements and presumed practice’ (all Italics mine—L. S.).*° 
After all the purges of the Jewish Communists in the 1930s, the 
“homeless cosmopolitans” in 1948, the writers and intellectuals 
in 1952 (Leib Kvitko and Itzakh Fefer with 22 others tried and 
sentenced for “creating an underground organization with the pur- 
pose of detaching the Crimea from the USSR; it must be noted 
that almost eight hundred Yiddish poets, writers, novelists, scholars, 
and teachers were executed at the behest of Stalin!), after the doc- 
tor’s plot charge of 1953, after the suppression of nearly all Jewish or- 
ganizations, newspapers, publishing houses, theaters, other cultural 
institutions, etc., there are still many in the world who believe 
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that anti-Semitic outrages occurred only in the last years of Stalin’s 
reign (the so-called “black years of 1948-1953’) or even that they 
have not occurred at all. Had not good old Joe said in an interview 
with the Jewish Telegraphic Agency that anti-Semitism is “the most 
dangerous survival of cannibalism” and that “anti-Semitism is rigid- 
ly prosecuted in the USSR as a phenomenon profoundly hostile to 
the Soviet regime”? With equal right Hitler could say that ’’anti- 
Semitism is a phenomenon profoundly hostile to National-Socialism,” 
but he was much too stupid a disciple of Machiavellian Stalin. 

To return to our main subject, the conclusion is inescapable 
that anti-Semitism in Russia did not vanish with the Romanovs, 
as commonly supposed. Instead, it has been an integral feature 
of Soviet Russia’s development, always officially sponsored and 
politically organized by the Soviet regime as a long-range policy 
planned in terms of generations. 

The question now arises: What stage of development and in- 
tensity has anti-Semitism reached at present, in the Khrushchev 
era? Bela Fabian, a former political leader in Hungary, recently 
elaborated on the theme,” as has Harrison E. Salisbury, renowned 
authority on Soviet affairs.” Both are in agreement that anti- 
Semitism in the Khrushchev era continues unabated, possibly not 
in that gradation as under the “old Generalissimo” (Salisbury) 
but in a somewhat “concealed” (Fabian) or “disguised” form. It 
would appear, however, that there is nothing especially “disguised” 
in the closing of synagogues, the destroying or defacing of memorials 
of the Jewish victims of the Nazi terror, the desecrating of Jewish 
cemeteries, or in the policy of discrimination against the Jews.** 
Still more significant and more ominous is the fact that the Soviet 
government at present has embarked upon a consistent and intensive 
anti-Semitic propaganda which does not hesitate to use the worst 
fabrications known from anti-Semitic literature. For instance, on 
July 22, 1959, the Rovno radio carried a talk by a certain Boyashe- 
vich, described as a former sectarian preacher, who told his audi- 
ence that by reading and re-reading the Bible he had “discovered” 
how many horrors and crimes were perpetrated by the Jews, being 
incited in this by Jehovah. He also called the “religious’’ Jews “a 
savage people” favoring slavery, humiliation of women, debauchery... 
This broadcast was not an isolated case of anti-Semitic hooliganism 
but rather an example of how the Soviet government is carrying on 
its war against Judaism in the Soviet radio and press.” 

It would be a mistake, however, to consider a Soviet war on 
Judaism a purely “anti-religious” campaign. The gist of this Soviet 
campaign is that the Jews are attacked specifically as Jews, and 





Russia, the Jews and the Ukrainian Liberation Movement 153 


its aim is clearly discernible: to spread hatred against the Jews as 
such and to make them “inferior” in the eyes of the broad popular 
masses. Such a campaign is therefore typically “racist.” Accord- 
ingly, synagogues are closed not because they are synagogues, i.e., 
houses designated for religious worship, but because they are used 
for “non-religious and illegal purposes,” such as “black market 
activities,” “anti-Soviet conspiracy,” etc. The leaders of the Jewish 
communities are vilified in the Soviet press not as such, but as 
debauchers, swindlers, thieves, “asocial” elements, etc. Such was 
the case in Stanislaviv (Western Ukraine) where the local paper 
excoriated Khomiak-Goldsheit, Liberman and Tartakovsky, leaders 
of the Jewish community in the city, whose “crime” was that they 
had collected funds for the erection of a Jewish house of prayer. 
Referring to this attack in the Soviet paper in Stanislaviv, a Jewish 
monthly in France called it an instance of ‘traditional Ukrainian 
anti-Semitism!’’*° 

Soviet anti-Semitic propaganda is not confined to radio broad- 
casts and to feuilletons in the Soviet press. There is also quite 
abundant anti-Semitic literature in the form of so-called “scholarly” 
publications in widely-distributed popular editions.*! These “popular” 
brochures propagate the most venomous and cynical anti-Semitic 
fabrications. For instance, a brochure by a certain T. K. Kichko” 
prefers to assail “bourgeois-nationalist elements exploiting Judaism” 
rather than Judaism itself. Kichko comes to the cynical conclusion 
that these “elements” (i.e. rabbis, Zionists, Zionist “left” fellow- 
travelers of Poale Zion and Bund) are the worst enemies of the 
Jewish people because they collaborated with Pilsudski, Mussolini, 
and even with Hitler, assisting the latter to exterminate Jewry in 
various countries.** The emphasis which Kichko puts upon the strug- 
gle against Jewish national traditions and sentiments can be seen 
in his derision of mogen David—the six-pointed star-emblem of 
King David—which is simultaneously “the emblem of Judaism, Zion- 
ism, and the state emblem of Israel.’”’ According to Kichko, David 
was a “king-debaucher and despot” and, therefore, he asks his 
readers: “Is it fitting for practicing Jews who are citizens of the 
USSR to use this shameful symbol?” ** What is especially lament- 
able is that in expending his venom against all the Jews hold 
sacred, the Soviet scribe does not even abstain from quoting old 
Russian anti-Semites of Czarist times.** These old advocati diaboli 
were found by the Soviet author quite helpful in support of his 
poisonous insinuations. 

The Soviet anti-Semitic propaganda can be neither ignored nor 
hushed up in the world. The world must face it as a reality—a 

















154 The Ukrainian Quarterly 


living, dangerous fact. It cannot remain blinded, because the lives 
of Jews are in grave danger. Anti-Semitic propaganda devised and 
implemented by a powerful totalitarian regime can result in whole- 
sale destruction of Jews. Fabian is eminently correct in pointing 
out that “pogroms are not spontaneous outbreaks of mob violence,” 
but “start and last as long as the authorities want them to.” * 
Whatever the reasons might be, it is obvious that the Soviet 
authorities want the pogroms to start and, therefore, vigorously 
wage their inciting anti-Semitic propaganda. The pogroms have 
already started: there have recently been numerous instances of 
physical assaults against Jewish worshippers and their miniamin 
(groups assembled for common prayer) as well as against syna- 
gogues by modern “black hundreds,” the worst of which occurred 
on October 4, 1959, in Malakhovka, a Moscow suburb, on the second 
day of Rosh Hashana. Hooligans set fire to the synagogue, strangled 
the 70-year-old wife of the caretaker and threw her body into the 
flames.*’ It is a significant fact that as in Czarist Russia, such acts 
of flagrant anti-Jewish hooliganism and vandalism go unpunished 
in Soviet Russia. 

The conclusion from all these facts can be but one: Soviet 
anti-Semitism is no myth. In studying recent Soviet Russian anti- 
Semitism as compared with the medieval or the Czarist' Russian 
versions, one detects that a prime reason for its constancy is tradi- 
tional Russian xenophobia and paranoiac suspicion of foreigners, 
exhibited by all Russian rulers throughout the ages. Far more im- 
portant than theoretical considerations about the origin and under- 
lying philosophy of Russian anti-Semitism, however, is that danger- 
ous, living fact that anti-Semitism continues today. As Harrison E. 
Salisbury put it: “The old anti-Semitic cry of the Czarist pogroms: 
‘Kill the Jews and Save Russia’ has not been forgotten in Soviet 
Russia.” Salisbury concludes: “Anti-Semitic policies should teach 
the Jews of Russia that all Russian governments in Russian history 
regarded the Jews as enemies of the state and the Russians regard 
the Jews as inferiors.” * 

Has this lesson been taught only to the Jews of Russia? Has 
world Jewry learned that anti-Semitism has also been preached, 
organized and carried on by the Soviet Russian government? Have 
the Jews beyond the borders of the USSR ever denounced the anti- 
Semitic policies of the Soviets in the way they formerly denounced 
the anti-Semitism of the Czars or the Nazis? 

The dismaying answer to the last question is that they have 
not. To be sure, the Jews have at times scored the brutality of 
Soviet anti-Semitism,** but the record shows that their protests 
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have not been forceful enough to be noticed or achieve significance. 
Their anti-Soviet propaganda because of anti-Semitic policies in 
the USSR has fallen far short of their old hard-hitting propaganda 
directed against Czarist Russia or Nazi Germany. Have the Jews 
been required to make compromises with their Soviet oppressors? 


Because the Jews allegedly are “always fanatically united 
against any force which is inimical to their existence,” the lack 
of a forceful anti-Soviet propaganda on their part unfortunately 
supports the argument that the Jews are not persecuted in the 
USSR. “The most transparent myth which the Zionist-controlled 
press has foisted upon the American people is the myth that Com- 
munism is anti-Semitic and that Jews are persecuted in the USSR,” 
says American Mercury. “If this were true,” it continues, Jews 
who are U.S. citizens would constitute the most hostile racial group 
of anti-Communists in the country—whereas almost the exact op- 
posite is true.” *° 

The writer of this article and the quarterly in which it ap- 
peared are not “Zionist controlled.” From the many facts presented 
here, however, it is evident that the Jews are heavily persecuted 
in the USSR. Yet many Jewish writers and journalists in this country 
become very agitated about Ukrainian anti-Semitism, admittedly 
deplorable if it exists, but say nothing or too little and too late 
about Russian anti-Semitism. Is Russian anti-Semitism preferable 
to any other kind? It would appear that the disease of Russophilism 
is indeed widespread among the Jews of Russian origin.*' 


It is thus not difficult to understand why Ivan Bahriany, an 
outstanding Ukrainian writer and himself a prisoner of Soviet 
prisons and concentration camps, annoyed by continuous accusations 
that Ukrainians are anti-Semites, bursts forth with the following 
angry definition of what anti-Semitism really is: 


On the basis of historical experience we can now state what anti-Semitism 
is. Anti-Semitism means pogrom of Jews by Russian black-hundreds in the 
Russian empire. It means preaching of racial hatred, murdering of children, 
women and grey-haired old men. It means the battle-cry: “Kill Jews, Save 
Russia,” and it means saving the Russian empire with this battle-cry. It means 
the infamous Pale of Settlement for the Russian sub-humans of Semitic origin. 
Anti-Semitism means also the burning of Jewish children, women, and grey- 
haired old men in Hitler’s gas chambers with the help of Russian quislings... 
to mention only the ill-famed Division of Kaminsky. Anti-Semitism means... 
inflamed hatred of the Jewish people and the bringing up of cut-throats, 
Judaeophobes and Jew-baiters. Anti-Semitism means deporting thousands upon 
thousands of Jewish intellectuals to Solovki and Kolyma, and murdering and 
shooting them in the torture chambers of Yezhov and Beria for ‘“‘Trotskyism,” 
“Zionism,”’ ‘“Cosmopolitism” and for the state of Israel, i.e. for “nationalism” 
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and “separatism.” Anti-Semitism is a zoological and blind hatred on the part 
of various admirers of the Russian empire who still continue to use the formula 
of “Judaeo-Bolshevism” in accusing the Jewish people of all crimes of a modern 
Red Ivan Kalita... And, finally, anti-Semitism means the preaching and in- 
flicting of genocide on the Jewish people by various racist theoreticians and 
practitioners in a general extermination of Jews in which the same admirers 
of the Russian empire excelled. . .42 


This is what anti-Semitism is and what it means, and the exist- 
ence of such anti-Semitism is not of Ukrainian origination. Organized 
and systematic anti-Semitism in Ukraine has never existed, unless 
it was introduced by the foreign powers occupying and oppressing 
Ukraine. 

Since olden times Ukraine has served as a meeting place for 
foreigners who belonged to different religious denominations and 
different nationalities. Armenians, Bulgarians, Germans, Greeks, 
Jews, Poles, Russians, Serbs and White Ruthenians lived among the 
Ukrainians since time immemorial. As a consequence, Ukrainians 
are accustomed to hearing foreign languages spoken in their midsi, 
and the Ukrainians have never objected to people of foreign facial 
characteristics, language or customs. This spirit of tolerance, this 
absence of national arrogance, is the basic reason why the Ukrainians 
have never tried to subjugate foreign peoples. They have reacted 
only when foreign peoples have tried to subjugate them. 

Significantly, there is no trace of anti-Semitism in Ukrainian 
folklore and popular songs, which according to Nicholas Gogol 
(Hohol) are “everything: both poetry and history, and the father’s 
grave.” And there is no trace of anti-Semitism in Ukrainian litera- 
ture, which is democratic in content and popular in form, a litera- 
ture which according to its historian is “permeated with the spirit 
of true humanity, with an unceasing quest for truth, goodness, 
beauty of life, with sincere sympathy for all those who are slighted 
and oppressed.” ** 

And there has been no trace of anti-Semitism in Ukrainian 
political life. Ukrainian political parties and social organizations, 
including the nationalist ones, have developed no anti-Semitic pro- 
grams and have preached no anti-Semitism. The Parliament of the 
reborn Ukrainian state—Ukrainian National Republic legislated per- 
sonal-national autonomy for national minorities in Ukraine, includ- 
ing the Jewish minority. The representative of the Bund, M. Rafes, 
commented: “This is an act of the greatest value, not to be found 
in any other country in Europe.” * 

And the Ukrainians have always combatted organized anti- 
Semitism in Ukraine. It was Ukrainian jurors who freed Beilis 
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(1912), accused of using Christian blood for the manufacture of 
matzoth and numerous instances of the sheltering of Jews from 
Russian pogromists by the Ukrainian population are a matter of 
public record. And it is a matter of record that at the time of 
Stalin’s worst action against the Jews (doctors’ plot, 1953), the 
Ukrainians were denounced in the Soviet press for defending the 
Jews.*° 

Why, if “in Russia gradual liquidation of Jewry goes on” 
(Fabian) it is the Ukrainians who are accused of being anti- 
Semites? Why a witches’ brew of defamation when the entire world 
should be told instead that the Ukrainians have experienced a 
Golgotha of their own under Nazi and Soviet rules? Who is in- 
terested in compromising the Ukrainian liberation movement, which 
is waging a life and death struggle against the Russian Commu- 
nist enslavers of Ukraine? 

The answer to these questions is simple. It is obvious that in 
their present situation the Ukrainians have nothing to gain from 
anti-Semitisia, but it is very possible that someone else has much 
to gain from spreading the canard of Ukrainian anti-Semitism. It 
is obvious that anti-Semitism could not serve the interests of the 
Ukrainian liberation movement which needs not only the sympathy 
but also the support of the free world. We put it, therefore, plainly: 
It is Communist Moscow which is immensely interested in spreading 
the myth of Ukrainian anti-Semitism, which it needs for discredit- 
ing and paralyzing the Ukrainian liberation movement and for 
camouflaging the fact that the USSR is the only large state in the 
world where organized anti-Semitism does exist and which gains 
in violence from day to day. The USSR is alone in continuing the 
heinous practices of its Nazi predecessors. 


4. CONCLUSIONS: How Do WE PROCEED Now? 


True patriots on both sides of the barricade dividing the Jews 
and the Ukrainians must find ways and means to remedy a situation 
which should not be tolerated by either. First, it is in the Ukrainian 
interest to improve Jewish-Ukrainian relations if only Moscow is 
following the classic pattern of linking every anti-Communist move- 
ment with anti-Semitism. The Ukrainian liberation movement oper- 
ates under enough burdens as it is. 

On the other side, an active support of the Ukrainian libera- 
tion struggle by the Jews appears to be in the Jewish interest not 
only as a “comprehensible, justified and necessary” action, to quote 
Salomon Goldelman, but (quoting him further) also in the convic- 
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tion that “if this support is genuine, frank and sure of its aims, 
then the first step on the way toward understanding between the 
Jewish and Ukrainian peoples who have been predestined to live 
with one another, shall without doubt have been made.” ** After all 
there are still 840,000 Jews living among 31,852,000 Ukrainians who 
constitute a majority of 76.1 per cent of Ukraine’s population. Thus 
an unconditional improvement of Jewish-Ukrainian relations is emi- 
nently desirable. 

It is no easy problem, however. The Ukrainian people in 
Ukraine are not free to speak for themselves and, therefore, the 
Ukrainians in the free world must speak for them. The Ukrainians 
in this country have done so. In 1951, for example, a prominent 
Ukrainian publicist, Ivan Kedryn-Rudnitsky, published a series of 
articles in the Ukrainian daily Svoboda calling for a ‘clean table” 
for discussions with the Jews. His suggestion was praised and 
seconded by Vasyl Mudry, former chairman of the Ukrainian Par- 
liamentary Representation in the Polish Sejm, and many others. 
The Ukrainian journal, Suchasna Ukraina (Contemporary Ukraine) 
in Munich, constantly works for Ukrainian-Jewish friendship on its 
pages, publishing many articles on this problem, many by Jewish 
contributors. 


The response from the Jewish side, unfortunately, has not in 
the main been promising, poking reference to the past, and not 
to the present. For example, Aron Tsaitlin, commenting on the 
discussion in the Ukrainian free press on whether to call Jews 
“yevrei’ (Hebrews) or “zhydy” (Jews), wrote in the Jewish daily 
of New York, Der Tug-Morgen Journal: 


The matter does not lie in terminology, but in emotions underlying it, the 
more so if it concerns actions which cannot be obliterated. For the Ukrainians 
Khmelnytsky can be considered a national hero, but for us he will remain 
the symbol of evil; the same holds for Gonta and Zalizniak in the past, and 
in our time Petlura, who in response to the desperate cries of Jews, said in 
cold blood: “Don’t let me quarrel with my Army.” We Jews know well their 
real names no matter whether they call us “zhydy” or “yevrei.” Only forty 
years have passed since a terrible slaughter of Jews took place in Ukraine and 
Jewish blood flowed like water.47 


This outburst was answered thus by a Ukrainian publicist, 
Vasyl Markus: 


It has many times been stated by Ukrainians that the tragedy of the 
Jews in Ukraine is simultaneously a Ukrainian tragedy, and that its causes 
are rooted in complex political-social conditions created not by the Ukrainian 
people, but by the ruling regimes in Ukraine. Indeed, does Tsaitlin think that 
the Ukrainian people have shed less blood in the struggle for their existence 
against occupiers, in whose service have been many Ukrainian Jews? Does 
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he think that Ukrainian blood, which also flowed, is water! Ukrainian-Jewish 
relations of the past demand from the Jews as well a reevaluation and an 
objective research. If instead of appeals to biood and reminiscences of the dead, 
if instead of cultivating an eternal hatred in the people—a partner in a common 
fate, whose territory not only saw pogroms, but also preservation by Jewry 
of a large part of Jewish culture and development of a strong Jewish national 
mavement—if instead of airing resentments, Jewish publicists and leaders 
were willing to tell us and themselves a bitter truth about our common past— 
our present relations would only gain from it.48 


Not only ideas of humanitarianism, but also considerations of 
national interest, should motivate common action on the part of 
the Jews and the Ukrainians against the destruction of their peoples 
by the invader, who incites them to quarreling and fighting with 
each other. By all means at their disposal and by joining hands 
they can most effectively oppose the oppressors of Ukraine and of 
many other non-Russian peoples. The Jews are but one non-Rus- 
sian people heavily oppressed in the past and the present by the 
same power which subjugates Ukrainians, Byelorussians, Georgians, 
Armenians, Lithuanians, Latvians, Estonians, Turks of Azerbaijan 
and Central Asia, Cossacks, Tatars, and many others. The place 
of the Jews, therefore, is in the common front of all non-Russian 
peoples waging their liberation struggle against Communist Moscow. 
If the Jews align themselves with Moscow, they side with a loser, 
because at a time when all colonial empires are disappearing and 
colonial nations are freeing themselves from colonial rule, it is im- 
possible that only the Russian colonial empire should be preserved 
as a special reservation wherein a Russian master-race may rule 
over other peoples. The historical process works inevitably toward 
the destruction of the Russian colonial empire too, and toward the 
liberation of the non-Russian colonial peoples. In order to minimize 
damage to their national organisms and to ensure fruitful relations 
in that new and promising era that will dawn with the demise of 
the Russian colonial empire, the Jews and Ukrainians must work 
together now, without rancor, without recrimination, without self- 
consuming hatred. 
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BOLSHEVIK DOCUMENTS ON THE 
CONQUEST OF UKRAINE 


By NESTOR KOROL 


The establishment of the genuine independence of Ukraine 
has been firmly ascertained and fixed forever in official documents 
and literature, including Bolshevik writings. 

The proclamation of the independence of Ukraine is closely 
connected with the formation on March 17, 1917 (March 4, accor4- 
ing to the old calendar) of the Ukrainian Central Rada, which took 
place two days after the abdication of Czar Nicholas II from the 
Russian throne. The Central Rada immediately began to function 
as a parliament of a free Ukrainian National Republic. The policies 
of the Central Rada enjoyed the support of the overwhelming major- 
ity of the Ukrainian people, embracing all the Ukrainian political 
parties and organizations—the Ukrainian Military Union, Ukrainian 
Peasant Union, Ukrainian Workers’ Union, All-Ukrainian Committee 
of Trade Unions, All-Ukrainian National Congress and Ukrainian 
cooperatives, student organizations, and the like. Even the majority 
of the national minorities supported the policies of the Central Rada 
and sent their representatives to that body. 

“This institution was created from the various Ukrainian organ- 
izations, representatives of Ukrainian political parties and organ- 
izations, and individual and political leaders, and also from rep- 
presentatives of the national minorities—Great Russians, Jews, 
Poles, and others in proportion to their number” (in Ukraine). 

“This overthrow of the Provisional Government (in Petrograd) 
in October, 1917, led in Ukraine to the strengthening and expansion 
of the General Secretariat (Cabinet of Ministers) of the Ukrain- 
ian Central Rada. This took place with the accord of all the political 
parties, with the exception of extreme rightists and leftists (Rus- 


1E. B. Bosh: Natsionalnoye pravitelstvo i sovietskaya vlast na Ukrainie 
(The National Government and Soviet Power in Ukraine), Moscow, Kommunar, 
p. 10, 1919. Bosh, a Polish Jewess, was chairman of the Kiev Cheka, and 
later was Secretary of the Soviet of People’s Commissars of Ukrainian SSR, 
together with Rakovsky and after him. 
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sian Monarchists and Communists—N.K.). Even the Cadets (Rus- 
sian party —N.K.) who only in July had quit the Provisional Govern- 
ment in protest against the granting of autonomy to Ukraine by 
this government—now expressed confidence in the General Secre- 
tariat because ‘the General Secretariat was the only organ of 
government recognized by the Proovisional Government.’ ” * 

The movement for Ukrainian independence permeated the en- 
tire population of Ukrainian nationality on all its territory of the 
former Russian empire that borders on Ukraine within her present 
Eastern boundaries. Apart from the already mentioned creation of 
the Rada: ; 

“April 17-17, 1917: the Congress of the Ukrainian Party of 
Socialists-Revolutionaries in Kiev expressed its conditional support 
of the (Russian) Provisional Government, of an immediate realiza- 
tion of the national territorial autonomy of Ukraine, of an im- 
mediate convocation of the Ukrainian territorial Constitutional As- 
sembly, for the defense of the country (former Russian empire— 
N. K.), until the states of the German bloc renounced all annexa- 
tions.””* 

“During April 18-21, 1917, the All-Ukrainian National Con- 
gress in Kiev with 1,500 delegates (in reality 1,712—N.K.) from 
the whole of present Ukraine (from all the parts of the former 
Russian empire inhabited by the Ukrainian people, namely the re- 
gions of Don, Voronizh, Kursk, Northern part of Chernihiv—N. K.) 
organized the Ukrainian Peasant Union, and fully endorsed the 
policy of the Central Rada and expressed itself for the solution 
of the agrarian question of the Ukrainian parliament.” 

“April 18, 1917: A Ukrainian regiment of 3,000 Ukrainian 
soldiers was organized in Kiev and became known as the Hetman 


2M. G. Rafes: Dva goda revolutsii na Ukrainie (Two Years of Revolution 
in Ukraine), Moscow, 1920, p. 58. 

3S. A. Alekseyev: Revolutsia i grazhdanskaya voina v opysaniakh byelo- 
gvardeytsev, Ukraina, Tom 6, Letopys sobytiy, Revolutsia i grazhdanskaya 
voina na Ukrainie, pp. 393-419, Goizdat, Moskva, 1927 (The Revolution and 
Civil War in Descriptions of the White Guards, Ukraine, Vol. 6, The Chronicle 
of Events, the Revolutionary Civil War in Ukraine.) In the chapter, “Chronicle 
of Events” the revolution in Ukraine is illuminated more or less objectively, 
with the exception of “softening of categorical demands by all Ukrainian con- 
gresses of the independence of Ukraine, for which are substituted demands 
for autonomy. In 1937 this book was destroyed in the USSR, as were similar 
other books, so as to facilitate Bolshevik manipulation of historical facts. 
There will be further reference to this book. 


4 Alekseyev, op. cit., p. 393. 
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Bohdan Khmelnytsky Regiment (actually the regiment contained 
3,574 men—N. K.)’® 

“April 18 (May 1, new calendar), 1917: In Petrograd was held 
a huge Ukrainian manifestation (in which Ukrainians of Petrograd 
took part—workers, students, soldiers and officers of the local 
garrison, including the Kuban Kozaks—N. K.). After the manifesta- 
tion a Ukrainian National Committee in Petrograd was formed for 
liaison with the Provisional Government in the name of the Ukrain- 
ian Central Rada and for the representation of Ukraine.’ 

“May 18-21, 1917: In Kiev the First Ukrainian Military Con- 
gress (forbidden by Kerensky) convened with 400 delegates attend- 
ing (actually 700 delegates took part—N. K.). The Congress ex- 
pressed its full support of the policies of the Central Rada declared 
itself for the national-territorial autonomy of Ukraine (the writer, 
who was one of the delegates to the First, Second, and Third U- 
krainian Military Congresses and to the All-Ukrainian National Con- 
gress, states most categorically that all these Congresses demanded 
independence and not autonomy, as reported by the Soviet author— 
N. K.), for the introduction into the Provisional Government (un- 
til the convocation of the Ukrainian Constitutional Assembly—N. K.} 
of a Ukrainian Minister for Ukrainian affairs; for the immediate 
organization of a Ukrainian national military formation; for the 
introduction of the Ukrainian language in all schools, state institu- 
tions, courts, social organizations, and the like. In the territory 
populated by Ukrainians, the Congress set up the Ukrainian General 
Military Committee.” 

This Committee was created for the purpose of uniting and 
coordinating the activities of all Ukrainian military committees oper- 
ating at the fronts and in the reserve formations. 

“May 27, 1917: The Field Headquarters, after a conference 
with Kerensky, consented to the formation of 3 Corps to be com- 
posed exclusively of Ukrainians.”* 

But in the very first days of the formation of the 3 Ukrain- 
ian army corps, it quickly became evident that the number of U- 
krainian soldiers and officers who wanted to serve in Ukrainian 
units was much higher than had been foreseen. Therefore, the ar- 
bitrary formation of Ukrainian army units continued with the tacit 
approval of the Russian High Command, especially because the 


5 Ibid., p. 393 
6Ibid., p. 394. 
7 Ibid., p. 394. 
8 Ibid., p. 395. 
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Ukrainian national army units remained the most disciplined and 
battle-fit groups and the least susceptible to the demoralizing in- 
fluence of Bolshevik agitation. 

“June 11-15, 1917: The All-Ukrainian Peasant Congress was 
held in Kiev with 1,500 delegates from all Ukraine attending. The 
Congress fully supported the policies of the Central Rada and its 
demands upon the Provisional Government; it expressed itself for the 
autonomy (in reality it asked for independence—N. K.) of Ukraine, 
for the immediate Ukrainization of all schools, state and social in- 
stitutions, peace without annexations and indemnities, the aboli- 
tion of great private estates by the Ukrainian Constitutional As- 
sembly, and expressed protest against Kerensky’s ban of the Second 
Ukrainian Military Congress.” ° 

In reality, this Congress was attended not only by delegates 
“from all Ukraine,” but also from the Ukrainians living in the 
Tahanrih, Shakhty, and Rostov districts, which in 1888 had been 
detached from the province of Katerynoslav and incorporated into 
the Don province. At that time there were people still living who 
remembered that they once had been part of the Ukrainian province 
of Katerynoslav. There were also full-fledged delegates from the 
southern parts of the Voronizh and Kursk provinces, the former 
Ostrohozhsk Regiment (such was the name of administrative units 
in Ukraine in the 17th-18th and beginning of the 19th centuries) —one 
of the regiments of Slobodian Ukraine. The inhabitants of these 
lands were exclusively of Ukrainian nationality and considered—as 
they do today—their lands as integral parts of Ukraine. They, 
therefore, participated most actively in political life during the 
revolutionary period. In 1925 these districts were taken away from 
the Ukrainian SSR and attached to the Russian SFSR by Moscow. 
The Congress demanded the immediate removal of all Russian of- 
ficials from state positions in Ukraine, if they had failed to learn 
the Ukrainian language and use it in their offices. Especially. in- 
sistent upon this demand were the delegates of Northern Chernyhiv 
province, the southern part of Kursk, the Voronizh and Don pro- 
vinces. 

“June 18-24, 1917: The Second and ‘untimely’ (and forbidden 
by Kerensky) Ukrainian Military Congress took place in Kiev with 
2,000 delegates participating (in actuality a total of 2,414 delegates 
were present—N. K.). The Congress demanded of the Provisional 
Government fulfillment of all the demands of the Central Rada; 
the immediate realization of autonomy (in fact, the Congress de- 


9 Ibid., p. 395. 
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manded full independence—N. K.), the immediate Ukrainization of 
the army and schools, and the immediate convocation of a Ukrain- 
ian Constitutional Assembly. The Congress elected the Ukrainian 
General Military Committee, consisting of 1 general, 8 officers 
(4 staff officers and 4 high-ranking officers), and 1 enlisted man.” ” 

“June 25, 1917: The Ukrainian Central Rada issued the First 
Universal on the autonomy of Ukraine, the convication of the U- 
krainian Assembly, the introduction for the Ukrainian cause of 
special taxes on all Ukrainian institutions and persons of Ukrainian 
nationality.” 

Despite the urgent and decisive demands for the independence 
of Ukraine on the part of the All-Ukrainian National Congress, the 
All-Ukrainian Peasant Congress, the Ukrainian Military Congress, 
and the Ukrainian political parties and the incessant criticism of 
the Central Rada for its procrastination with regard to a proclama- 
tion of the independence of Ukraine—the Central Rada considered 
it more prudent to bear the brunt of criticism than to act hastily. 
It thought it wiser not to ask more than autonomy for Ukraine to 
be granted by the Russian Provisional Government, and postponed 
the proclamation of complete independence and sovereignty of U- 
kraine until the convocation of the Ukrainian Constitutional As- 
sembly. That the Ukrainian Constitutional Assembly would proclaim 
the independence and sovereignty of Ukraine, neither the Central 
Rada nor the majority of the Ukrainian people had any doubt. There- 
fore, the Central Rada, in all its negotiations with the Provisional 
Government, conducted itself independently, demanding only the 
broadest autonomy for Ukraine. That such were its tactics is evident 
from the fact that whenever the Provisional Government refused 
to grant anything, “‘the Central Rada would immediately introduce 
a series of new demands to the Provisional Government, would pre- 
pare the convocation of the Ukrainian Constitutional Assembly and 
refuse to take part in the Russian State Council.’”’” 

The vacillation and irresolution of the Central Rada toward the 
Provisional Government is to be explained by the fact that the Rada 
did not want to antagonize the Entente or engender any opposition 
on its part toward Ukraine. The sympathies of the Entente were on 
the side of Russia, that “sick ally.” The Central Rada knew this only 
too well and hence was even more punctilious in fulfilling the obliga- 
tions assumed by the Russian Czarist regime toward the Entente 


10 Fbid., p. 396. 
11 Ibid., p. 396 
12Tbid., p. 396. 
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than was Russia, especially after the Bolshevik coup d’etat. These 
tactics of the Rada especially irritated the participants of the Ukrain- 
ian Military, Peasant, and the All-Ukrainian National Congresses, 
who held that the Entente ought be grateful for the loyalty of the 
Rada to the Allied cause, but could not be “offended” for criticism 
of its inertia and uncertainty. 


This was adroitly exploited by the Provisional Government, to 
whose voice the Entente listened more attentively than to that of 
the Rada. Moreover, the Rada was wholly confident of the final vic- 
tory of the Entente over the Central Powers, and hence it did not care 
to expose the Ukrainian cause to the ire of the Entente needlessly. But 
the Provisional Government also knew that the sympathies of the 
Entente were entirely on the side of Russia, and that the Allies 
would never agree to the dismemberment of the Russian empire. 
This fact became particularly evident during the Denekin period. 
Therefore, it was extremely difficult to wrest any meaningful con- 
cessions for Ukraine from the Provisional Government, which, if it 
made any concessions, did so only under the pressure of highly 
critical moments. 


“... although the ban of the Ukrainian Military Congress and 
the delay in solving the problem of Ukraine before the Russian 
Constitutional Assembly had left no doubt with regard to the in- 
tentions of the Provisional Government of Kerensky-Tseretelli—not 
to let Ukraine out of their hands—this nonetheless did not prevent 
them (The Central Rada) from supporting both groups” (the Provi- 
sional Government and the Soviet of Workers, Peasants, and Soldiers 
Deputies in Petrograd.—N. K.)** 

In fact, both groups were inimical to the Ukrainian Central 
Rada, inasmuch as their aims with respect to Ukraine were identical. 
Therefore, the Rada, played one group against the other, suiting its 
own purposes. 

The concessions of the Provisional Government in Ukraine con- 
stantly evoked a bitter reaction on the part of the Bolsheviks, who 
accused it of being soft and lenient toward the Rada, which, of course, 
was not true at all. 

“July 15, 1917: The Provisional Government made a declaration 
whereby it recognized the General Secretariat of the Ukrainian 
Central Rada as the government of Ukraine. Cadet-Ministers, in pro- 
test against this declaration, quit the Provisional Government.” * 


13 Bosh, op. cit., p. 13. 
14 Alekseyev, op. cit., p. 396. 
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“August 11, 1917: The Central Rada issued a decree through the 
Ukrainian Military Committee to all Ukrainian military units and 
organizations not to obey the instructions of General Kornilov and 
by every means to support the Provisional Government.” *° 

“November 20, 1917: The Ukrainian Central Rada, in the Third 
Universal, proclaimed the Ukrainian National Republic to be in 
federation with Russia.” ** 

“All remember this significant Universal or manifesto to the 
Ukrainian people which was proclaimed by the Ukrainian national 
government. In this manifesto the Central Rada and its General 
Secretariat with exceeding clarity and lucidity declared itself as the 
absolute and the only authority in Ukraine: ‘From today on’—the 
Universal said—‘Ukraine is the Ukrainian National Republic. Until 
the convocation of the Ukrainian Constitutional Assembly all order 
in our land, the power to enact and implement laws and regulate 
them—belong to us, the Ukrainian Central Rada and our govern- 
ment—the General Secretariat of Ukraine’. 

“Thus the Central Rada and its General Secretariat proclaimed 
themselves the independent government of Ukraine.” ** (This took 
place without the participation of the illegal Communist Soviet, 
which consisted exclusively of national minorities and which, sup- 
ported by the Bolsheviks, also clamored for a part in the Ukrainian 
government—N. K.) 

Even after the assumption of power in Russia by the Bolsheviks 
the Central Rada followed the same policy with respect to Russia. 
In proclaiming on November 20, 1917, the Ukrainian National 
Republic, the Rada offered to maintain a federation with Russia, 
although the Ukrainian people demanded full independence, with 
particular insistence after the Bolshevik overthrow in Russia. The 
Rada decided to wait with a proclamation of full independence un- 
til the convocation of the Ukrainian Constitutional Assembly. 

“December 3, 1917: In Brest-Litovsk negotiations began for 
a truce between Soviet Russia and the countries of the German 
bloc.” ** 

“December 5, 1917: A truce between Soviet Russia and the 
countries of the German bloc was signed.” 

“December 15, 1917: The Executive Committee of Trade Unions 
(of the Donbas) in Katerynoslav refused to obey the decrecs and 


15 Ibid., p. 396. 

16 Ibid., p. 399. 

17 Bosh, op. cit., p. 18. 

18 Alekseyev, op. cit., p. 396. 
19 Ibid., p. 396. 
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laws of the Russian Soviet of People’s Commissars (Sovnarkom), 
because its authority did not extend to Ukraine. (This belies Sovict 
claims that the workers in Ukraine supported them—N. K.) The 
Executive Committee also refused to obey the ordinance of the 
Sovnarkom on nationalization (expropriation) of banks, confisca- 
tion of their currency and its transmittal. The Executive Committee 
advised the Sovnarkom to contact the Central Rada if it needed 
money.” *° 

“December 17, 1917. An ultimatum of the Sovnarkom was 
sent to the Central Rada demanding that it not to let Cossack military 
units cross Ukraine into the Don region, and to stop disarming 
Red Soviet units on the Rumanian and southwestern fronts and the 
Red Guards on the territory of Ukraine. In case of refusal to com- 
ply with these demands, the Sovnarkom would consider Ukraine to 
be in a state of war with Soviet Russia.” * 

“December 18, 1917: Ukrainian troops captured all headquarters 
on the Rumanian and southwestern fronts. The consolidation of 
these fronts into one—the Ukrainian Front—under the command 
of General Shcherbachev was effectuated.” 22 (Gen. Shcherbachev, 
a Russian, was the commanding general of the Rumanian Front— 
N. K.) 

“December 18, 1917: Recognition of the Ukrainian National 
Republic by France.” ** 

“December 19, 1917: Appeal of the Ukrainian Revolutionary 
Staff in Petrograd (so was renamed the Ukrainian National Com- 
mittee, formed on April 18, 1917, after the Bolshevik coup—N. K) 
to the Sovnarkom with respect to the latter’s demands addressed 
to the Central Rada. In it the following demands were presented 
in the name of the Ukrainian government: non-interference of the 
Sovnarkom in the internal affairs of Ukraine, regulation of cur- 
rency, and division of gold reserve, a solution regarding peace with 
the participation of Ukraine (currently the Bolsheviks were al- 
ready negotiating with the German bloc for a separate peace— 
N. K.), and the creation of a federative government, in which no 
less than one-third of the ministerial portfolios would be given to 
Ukraine.” ** 

“December 20, 1917: The Sovnarkom replied to the Ukrain- 
ian Revolutionary Staff in Petrograd that it recognized the right 


20 Ibid., p. 400. 
21 Ibid., p. 400. 
22 Ibid., p. 400. 
23 Ibid., p. 401. 
24 Ibid., p. 401. 
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of Ukraine to self-determination and also the Ukrainian Central 
Rada, demanding from the Rada the condition of refusing all sup- 
port to the revolt of Kaledin.” * 

A note of recognition by the Sovnarkom of the Ukrainian Na- 
tional Republic was also sent to the Central Rada and the General 
Secretariat. 

“December 22, 1917: Peace negotiations between Soviet Russia 
and the countries of the German bloc began.” *° 

There was great danger that the Bolshevik government in the 
peace negotiations at Brest-Litovsk would conclude a deal with Ger- 
many and her allies at the expense of Ukraine, and that the Red 
Russian troops, together with the famished German armies, wouid 
engulf Ukraine and ravage it. The Entente, with the exception of the 
recognition of the Ukrainian National Republic by France, was not 
likely to help Ukraine. 

“December 24, 1917: The Central Rada addressed itself to the 
countries of the German bloc with regard to participation of the 
Ukrainian National Republic in the peace negotiations.” *’ 

This was done reluctantly by the Central Rada, but there was 
no other course for the young Ukrainian state. 

“December 26, 1917: The states of the German bloc notified 
the Ukrainian government of their consent to participation of 
representatives of the Central Rada in the peace negotiations at 
Brest-Litovsk.” ** 

“January 1, 1918: Arrival at Brest-Litovsk of the peace dele- 
gation of the Ukrainian Central Rada.” *° 

“January 3, 1918: Appointment of General Tabouis as repre- 
sentative of the French Republic to the government of the Ukrain- 
ian National Republic.” *° 

“January 10, 1918: Declaration of the government of the U- 
krainian Central Rada in Brest-Litovsk on non-recognition of the 
(Russian) Sovnarkom.” * 

“January 13, 1918: Notofication by the Sovnarkom that the re- 
fusal of the Ukrainian Central Rada to give a direct answer to the 
proposal of the Sovwxarkom to suspend all support of Kaledin en- 


25 Ibid., p. 401. 
26 Ibid., p. 401. 
27 Ibid., p. 402. 
28 Ibid., p. 402. 
29 Ibid., p. 402. 
30 Ibid., p. 403. 
31 Ibid., p. 408 
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dangered the peace negotiations and thereby placed all responsi- 
bility for the continuation of the war on the Central Rada.” * 

On November 20, 1917, the Central Rada also designated a 
date for elections to the Ukrainian Constitutional Assembly, which 
date was December 27, 1917. This Assembly was called for the 
specific purpose of proclaiming the independence and sovereignty 
of the Ukrainian National Republic. The Russian Bolsheviks had 
no doubt that such a Ukrainian Constitutional Assembly would 
proclaim the independence and sovereignty. Although for public 
propaganda consumption they declared themselves for “self-determi- 
nation, including separation,” in reality they continued the policy 
of Czarist Russia of colonial exploitation and oppression of the non- 
Russian nations. They would say: “We are, of course, for self-de- 
termination, including separation, but why should you want to quit 
us?” Therefore, they tried by all means and ruses to prevent the 
convoration of the Ukrainian Constitutional Assembly. Through 
their agents they tried to stage a coup d’etat and to seize the power 
in Ukraine as they had done in Russia. The Communists in Ukraine, 
following instructions from Moscow, demanded from the Ukrainian 
government permission to call on December 19, 1917, a congress 
of the “All-Ukrainian Council of Peasants, Soldiers, and Workers 
Deputies” in Kiev, although in fact there were no “Soviets” in 
Ukraine, with the exception of those illegal councils of the two 
largest national minorities in the larger settlements, the Russians 
and the Jews. The congress would limit participation only to these 
two national minorities. But the Russian Communists wanted to 
give such a congress of “Soviets” an “all-national Ukrainian” stamp, 
inasmuch as on the agenda of this congress figured a “re-election 
to the Ukrainian Central Rada.” The Ukrainian government replied 
that it had no objections to the convocation of such a congress, but 
regarded the date as unsuitable, for since summer it had scheduled 
a congress of Ukrainian peasants to be held on December 16-21, 
1917. The government of the Central Rada was convinced that it 
would command a majority even at the Communist-initiated con- 
gress; therefore, it agreed to its convocation for the 19th. But fol- 
lowing the directives of the Russian Sovnarkom, the Communists 
continued to insist upon holding the congress of Soviets on this 
date. 

Although the Central Rada had over 1,500,000 men in the armed 
forces, these were scattered from the Arctic Ocean to Mesopotamia. 
These Ukrainian troops stationed on the Russian front were few 


32 Ibid., p. 403. 
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in number and, besides, they were intermingled with Russian units. 
In view of this fact the Rada tried to avoid provoking the Bol- 
sheviks and it was hardly possible for it to call on them in an 
emergency. 


The constant demands of Simon V. Petlura, General Secretary 
for Military Affairs, to pull out Ukrainian units and concentrate them 
on the fronts adjacent to the Ukrainian territory were turned down 
by the High Command on various pretexts: that the Ukrainian 
units alone remained battle-fit and well-disciplined, as attested to 
by the offensives in Galicia and Rumania in the summer, when only 
the Ukrainian troops went into an offensive; that the reshuffling 
of Ukrainian troops from the various fronts would weaken the 
whole front, which in turn would provoke an all-out attack by the 
Central Powers, and all the responsibility would of necessity fall 
on the Rada. Having in mind the influence of the Russians with the 
Entente, the Rada did not venture arbitrarily to pull out the Ukrain- 
ian troops. 


On the other hand, the Russian High Command wanted to capi- 
talize upon the national patriotism of Ukrainians toward the pres- 
ervation of the empire. It was with this sole purpose that the 


High Command maintained a sympathetic stand, as did General 
Dukhonin, toward the formation of major Ukrainian national military 
units; but it was reluctant to allow such to operate in Ukrainian 
territory or in territories adjacent to Ukraine. 


But from the very first day of the Soviet power, armed clashes 
between Ukrainian and Russian army units were a daily common- 
place. This was especially marked during mass “fraternization’” and 
after the signing of the truce and peace treaty between the Bolshe- 
viks and the German bloc. While the Russian troops were instigated 
by Bolshevik agents, there was no Bolshevik agitation of notice- 
able proportions in the Ukrainian units, which maintained hostility 
toward the Germans. Their uncompromising attitude earned the 
frequent attacks of the Russian Bolshevik troops (Russian units 
were now openly known as “Bolshevik”). After major clashes with 
the Russian troops, the Ukrainian units now tried to reach Ukraine, 
but only a few major units succeeded in doing so; many were dis- 
armed by the Bolsheviks. Those who resisted were massacred on the 
spot. (One such “cemetery“ of Ukrainian troops was the railroad 
station of Roslavl at the front, where several thousand of unsuspect- 
ing Ukrainian troops were mown down by Bolshevik machine-guns. 
Very few soldiers managed to escape.) 
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After signing a truce and peace treaty with the Germans, the 
Soviet government issued an order to all troops on the Rumanian, 
southwestern and western fronts to remain at their posts at the 
fronts (although Bolshevik propaganda was vociferous about “de- 
mobilization and immediate return home”). Those Russian Bol- 
shevik troops which were stationad in Ukraine began systematic 
plundering of the big landowners’ estates, sugar plantations, etc.; 
they confiscated grain, sugar, cattle, horses, and the like, all of 
which was rapidly taken away to Russia. 

Under these circumstances, on December 16, 1917, the Ukrain- 
ian Peasant Congress began its deliberations, and on December 19, 
1917, the “All-Ukrainian Council of Soviets of Peasants, Soldiers, 
and Workers Deputies,” organized by the Communists, also gathered 
in Kiev. 

Some 2,500 delegates of the Ukrainian Peasant Congress fully 
endorsed the policy of the Central Rada and unanimously adopted 
a sharp resolution against Russian Bolshevik intrigues with respect 
to meddling in the internal affairs of Ukraine. 

“... Regarding the agitation of the Russian Bolsheviks for new 
elections for the Ukrainian Central Rada as a maneuver to seize the 
power in Ukraine, the Ukrainian Peasant Congress protests against 
it most categorically and declares that such an election at this mo- 
ment cannot but be detrimental to the working people of Ukraine, 
and that the question of an election to the Central Rada is not a 
prerogative of Russian Bolsheviks, but of the toiling people of 
Ukraine” (all Italics are in the original texts—N. K.). 

The “All-Ukrainian Congress of the Council of Peasants, Sol- 
diers, and Workers Deputies’ comprised a sharp defeat for the 
Bolsheviks. They hardly expected such a debacle from a congress 
which they themselves had initiated and arranged. As a party, the 
Bolsheviks never experienced a greater defeat, either before or 
after the congress. Their defeat is explained by the fact that the 
Ukrainian population refused to elect the Jewish and Russian Com- 
munist candidates as representatives of the Ukrainian people, can- 
didates born outside Ukraine and Communists at that. Significantly, 
there were no Ukrainian Communists among the organizers of this 
congress. Despite a well-organized campaign, the Communists barely 
mustered 60 delegates out of the 2,500 that came to Kiev, and among 
the 60 only two were Ukrainians while the rest represented the na- 
tional minorities of Ukraine. 

This congress of “Soviet deputies,” as well as the previous 
Ukrainian Peasant Congress, adopted a resolution expressing sup- 
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port of the Central Rada and its policies. Only 2 Communists voted 
against the resolution, while 19 abstained from voting. Thus even 
the majority of the Communists at the congress sponsored by them 
voted in support of the Central Rada and its policies. 

After the defeat of the Russian Communists in Ukraine, upon 
order of the Russian Communist center (in Ukraine such a center 
appeared much later, again organized by Russian Bolsheviks), some 
Communist delegates escaped to the city of Kursk, and later to 
Kharkiv, when that city was occupied by Russian Bolsheviks. 

Then on January 13, 1918, Lenin dispatched Bolshevik troops 
against Ukraine: one group under the command of M. Muraviev 
was directed against Kiev, and another under Antonov (who adopted 
a “Ukrainian” pseudonym, Ovseyenko, and became known as An- 
tonov-Ovseyenko) moved on Kharkiv. In his appeal to the Red 
Russian troops, Lenin encouraged them thus: 

“To Ukraine, which has become obssessed with the surplus of 
its bread.” ** 

In addition to the Bolshevik troops which remained in Ukraine 
and plundered the countryside, Lenin threw in fresh army con- 
tingents under the supreme command of Antonov-Ovseyenko with 
express orders to strangle the young Ukrainian republic. 


[To be concluded in the next issue] 


33 From Lenin’s appeal to the Bolshevik armies prepared to march on 
Ukraine. 
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L’UKRAINE SOVIETIQUE DANS LES RELATIONS INTERNATIONALES 
1918-1923. Etude historique et juridique. By Vasyl Markus. Preface by 
Charles Rousseau. Les Editions Internationales. Paris. 1959. 326 pp. 


This book by Dr. Vasyl Markus, who is now on the faculty of Notre 
Dame University, is one of the very rare and original reviews relating to the 
historical and juridical status of Soviet Ukraine, that is, the Ukrainian SSR, 
in the period between 1918-1923. It is very important in that it treats of 
the juridical relations of Soviet Ukraine on the internaional plane in a period 
when the Ukrainian SSR was, from the viewpoint of international law, a 
sovereign state recognized by a number of European states and by the Soviet 
government itself. The author apparently deliberately excluded the present 
status of “Soviet federalism’ from his exhaustive and well-documented study, 
limiting himself to a specific period of seven years, during which Soviet 
Ukraine was an independent subject of international law with all the attributes 
and qualifications of a sovereign state. Needless to say, these qualifications 
were irrevocably lost by Ukraine upon its incorporation or its “voluntary 
union” with the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics in 1923. 

The originality of Dr. Markus’ work lies in his endeavor to demonstrate 
how the Ukrainian political phenomenon has been utilized by the leaders of 
Russian communism for the past forty years to their advantage. He ably 
demonstrates how the Russian communist chieftains, while maintaining a 
Russian imperialist and centralist line, of necessity had to recognize the 
nationalist claims and tendencies of the Ukrainian nation and to allow them a 
“paper” right to independence and national sovereignty. 


Hence the book deals with the decisive albeit little-known events which 
led to the establishment of the Ukrainian SSR, its relations with the Russian 
Soviet Republic and other Soviet republics, and its diplomatic and political 
relationships with other independent states of Europe as weil. 

The book comprises four principal parts: (1) Ukraine as an independent 
state (the Ukrainian National Republic under the leadership of Ukrainian non- 
communist patriots); (2) Ukraine under Soviet domination, including a detailed 
review of its diplomatic relations with Communist Russia; (3) the foreign 
relations of Soviet Ukraine, especially during the Polish-Soviet war of 1920, 
the signing of the Treaty of Riga (1921), and the relationship of Soviet 
Ukraine with the Allies; (4) Soviet Ukraine as a subject of international law. 

In the period of its existence outside the Soviet Union prior to 1923, 
Soviet Ukraine concluded a number of diplomatic treaties with various na- 
tions as an independent and sovereign nation: 5 treaties with Germany; 4 with 
Austria: 5 with Estonia; 2 with France; 1 with Georgia; 3 with Hungary; 
1 with Italy; 4 with Latvia; 7 with Lithuania; 12 with Poland; 3 with Soviet 
Russia; 1 with Czechoslovakia; 2 with Turkey, and 4 special agreements, in- 
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cluding that with the American Relief Administration on March 2, 1922. 'rhus 
a total of 54 international treaties and special agreements were concluded 
between Soviet Ukraine and other European nations, most of them non- 
communist. 

Another valuable feature of Dr. Markus’ book is the 18-page presentation 
of declarations, credentials, notes and other diplomatic papers which attest 
to the independent character of the Ukrainian SSR. Among them is a note 
signed on December 4, 1917, by the Council of People’s Commissars, whereby 
Soviet Russia explicitly recognized the non-communist Ukrainian National Re- 
public. In view of the many distortions and half-truths that have been fostered by 
several Russian communist and non-communist historians as to the legality of the 
Ukrainian government established in 1917, it is worthwhile to reproduce this 
note here in its entirety: 

“Taking into consideration the fraternal union and the community of 
interests of the working classes in their struggie for the realization of socialism, 
and also the principles constantly expressed in the resolutions of organizations 
of the revolutionary democracy—the Soviets, and through the 2nd General 
Congress of Russian Soviets, the Russian Socialist government—the Council 
of People’s Commissars—once again recognizes the right of free disposition of 
all the nations oppressed by Czarism and the Russian bureaucracy, including 
the separation of these nations from Russia. 

“Thus, we, the Council of Commissars of the Russian people, recognize 
the Ukrainian Democratic Republic and its right to separate from Russia 
or enter into negotiations with the Russian Republic for the purpose of 
establishing federal or other relations with the latter. 

“All that which concerns the national rights and the national independ- 
ence of the Ukrainian people, we, the Council of People’s Commissars, recognize 
without limitations and conditions.” 

Dr. Markus’ book is a well-documented study of the early diplomatic 
relations of the Ukrainian SSR with its neighbor states, including the Russian 
Soviet Federative Socialist Republic. 

Such a book has been needed not only by students of Ukrainian history 
in the free world, but also by those Ukrainian researchers who are compelled 
to live under Russian communist domination in Ukraine. 

It is hoped that Dr. Markus will follow up his well-balanced and im- 
partial study by writing a book on present-day Soviet “federalism,” which 
has yet to be thoroughly discussed and analyzed by impartial Western scholars, 
especially those who are well acquainted with the problems of the non-Russian 


nations of the Soviet Union. 
WALTER DUSHNYCK 


YIVO ANNUAL OF JEWISH SOCIAL SCIENCE. Vol. XII. By Philip Friedman, 
1958-9, New York, Yivo Institute for Jewish Research. 


The late Dr. Philip Friedman, who died on February 7, 1960, was a 
professor of Jewish history at Columbia University. Born in Lviv in Western 
Ukraine (then under the domination of Austro-Hungary, and subsequently 
under that of Poland), he became a professor at a Polish university. As a 
scholar, Prof. Friedman had a grasp of historical perspective, against which 
all historians must evaluate events and forces, and knew that the truth 
underlying disputed historical events was to be found only through analysis 
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of all pertinent documents. In addition, Prof. Friedman possessed another 
signal trait: a sincere sentiment for the Ukrainian land where he was born, 
and knew as a historian that the most natural basis for the future develop- 
ment of every nation is unity and harmony with its neighbors and, above all, 
among. the inhabitants of the country itself. Moreover, as a researcher and 
a specialist on Jewish-Ukrainian relations, he was anti-communist in his out- 
look and knew well the history of Russia and its imperialistic and nationalist 
chauvinism, from which both the Jews and the Ukrainians suffered. 

As a Jewish patriot, Prof. Friedman served on a commission researching 
Jewish-Ukrainian relations. The commission functioned under the Free Ukrainian 
Academy of Sciences in Kiev and had for its purpose the provision of a basis 
for future fruitful Jewish-Ukrainian relations. It also sought to cleanse the 
Jewish-Ukrainian atmosphere of all myths and falsehoods springing either 
from their own passions, complaints and claims or, more often, from wilful 
instigation by the common enemies of the Jews and the Ukrainians. 

Jewish-Ukrainian relations are admittedly difficult to evaluate objectively; 
it is difficult to separate truth from myth, and still more difficult to ascertain 
the validity of documentary evidence, such as testimony of witnesses, articles 
and books. 


This booklet of Prof. Friedman contains all the characteristic traits of 
its author. It is written in a calm and dispassionate style; the author system- 
atically avoids using adjectives and characterizations, and instead limits him- 
self to consideration of facts derived from specific sources. Thus his book of 
38 pages contains no less than 84 footnotes, which take up over half of 
all the printed matter. Along with Jewish sources, which for the most part 


are unfavorable to the Ukrainians, the author also cites 18 Ukrainian writers 
—professors, journalists and political leaders—with some quoted more than 
once. In addition, he refers to a number of Ukrainian newspapers and magazines, 
such as Svoboda and The Ukrainian Quarterly. He cites in addition American 
authors, such as Prof. Clarence A. Manning, Prof. John Reshetar and Prof. 
John Armstrong, as well as Prof. Sholem Goldelman, former vice-minister of 
the Ukrainian National Republic who now resides in Israel. This amassing of 
documented material is wholly impressive. He justifies the prevalent opinion 
in Ukrainian circles that with the death of Dr. Arnold Margolin, former am- 
bassador of the Ukrainian National Republic, Prof. Friedman assumed his 
mantle as the finest Jewish authority on Ukrainian history and political life. 

At the very beginning of his booklet, in giving the statistics of the 
Ukrainian and Jewish inhabitants of Ukraine and in formulating the basic 
concept for evaluating the problem, Prof. Friedman writes: 

“In the past Ukrainian-Jewish relations were marked by social tension 
and conflicts. Although both peoples were oppressed by the same ruling nations 
there did not arise a desire for common solidary action against their op- 
pressors. From around the 16th century some Jews served as managers or 
lessees of the estates of Polish owners. This function brought down upon them 
the wrath of the Ukrainian peasants and Cossacks and frightful massacres 
occurred in 1648-49, in the times of Bohdan Chmielnicki, in 1768 (Haidamaks) 
and 1918-1921, in the period of Simon Petlura. 

“These events have had a powerful effect upon Ukrainian-Jewish relations 
in the 20th century, particularly in the Nazi period. They were exacerbated 
by the assassination of Simon Petlura, whom the Jews held responsible for 
the pogroms in 1918-1921, in Paris, on May 25, 1926, by a Ukrainian Jew, 
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Sholem Schwarzbart. The Ukrainians, both the extreme nationalists as well 
as the democratic and liberal elements, regarded Petlura as a national hero 
and martyr, and totally denied his complicity in the pogroms.” 

The author does not, however, enumerate all the proofs of good Jewish- 
Ukrainian relations in the past. For example, he speaks of the cultural and 
political relations, but fails to mention the special Jewish military formation 
in the Ukrainian Galician Army, the great number of Jewish officials in the 
same army, nor the blocs of national minorities under the leadership of the 
Ukrainians in the Polish parliament. Nor is there mention of the close relation- 
ship between Dr. Dmytro Levytsky, leader of UNDO, and Dr. Isaac Greenbaum, 
leader of the Zionist organization in Warsaw. Also uncited is a common organ 
of this political bloc called NATIO, a four-language review appearing in Warsaw. 

Speaking about the genesis of the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists, 
the author justly writes that the main reason for its establishment was the 
mood of utter despair and disillusionment. But he errs in referring to Colonel 
Andrei Melnyk as a principal nationalist figure, who became one only after 
the assassination of Col. Eugene Konovalets by a Soviet agent in Rotterdam; 
Konovalets was the actual founder of the OUN. 

Prof. Friedman incorrectly states that there are two groups of Ukrainian 
nationalists: OUN, and the other, the so-called “Ukrainian Government-in-Exile.”’ 
The latter is not a political party but a state center based on democratic 
principles and symbolizing the free Ukrainian government. 

The greater part of the author’s booklet is devoted to pogroms and, 
generally, to the martyrdom of the Jews during the Nazi regime. In citing 
the Jewish sources about alleged participation of the Ukrainian nationalist 
movement in anti-Semitic acts, Prof. Friedman acknowledges that “the Bandera 
group was the first to break with the Germans and to turn to underground 
activities.” 

There is no doubt that some accounts that Prof. Friedman gives on the 
conduct of some Ukrainians with respect to Jews under the Nazi occupation 
are true. On the other hand, some other accounts he gives are either exaggerated 
or untrue. For example, on page 272: 

“Many Ukrainians who had never before manifested anti-Semitic at- 
titudes and- even maintained friendly relations were now eager to demonstrate 
their anti-Semitism, since this was a quick means of acquiring wealth, prestige 
and power in the new political constellation.” 

On the other .hand, Prof. Friedman writes: 

“Not all Ukrainian organizations and committees were hostile toward 
the Jews. In the central Ukrainian .committees, particularly in Lwow and 
Cracow, the moderate Ukrainian elements were also represented. These elements, 
as a rule, did not participate in Jew baiting. At the initiative of the Ukrainian 
Relief Committee in Lwow, a coordinating body was created, comprising Poles 
and Jews, for the purpose ‘of aiding the imprisoned.’ The coordinated com- 
mittee was headed by the attorney, Kost Pankiwsky, and his associates were 
Madame Bartel, the widow of the Polish Prime Minister Kazimierz Bartel, 
who was killed: by the Nazis, and Dr. Max Schaff, of the Jewish Relief Com- 
mittee. The committee saw to it that those held in German prisons received 
additional food, medicaments and underwear. In November 1941 the Germans 
announced their intention of establishing a ghetto for the Jews of Lwow. The 
members of the coordinated committee then submitted a memorandum to the 
Germans opposing the establishment of a ghetto. The memorandum was 
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handed to the governor of Galicia and to the SD commandant by the head 
of the coordinated committee.” 

Furthermore, the author correctly appraises the disenchantment of the 
Ukrainians with the German policy when they turned overtly against Germany. 

In a special chapter, entitled “Ukrainians Friendly to Jews,” Prof. 
Friedman cites an official proclamation containing the names of many Ukrain- 
ians executed for sheltering Jews, and cites as well part of the pastoral 
letter of Metropolitan Andrew Sheptytsky of November, 1942, in which the 
Ukrainian prelate condemned the extermination of the Jews by the Nazis as 
well as the deportation of the Ukrainians. 

In conclusion, Prof. Friedman regrets that two opposing approaches by 
Ukrainian and Jewish historians to the same problem are no help in narrowing 
the gap between the divergent views of Jewish and Ukrainian scholars. Prof. 
Friedman himself performed yeoman work in closing this gap. No one seriously 
engaged in the study of Ukrainian-Jewish relations could by-pass this booklet 
as a guide to sources illuminating this important problem. 

IVAN KEDRYN 


ROOSEVELT’S ROAD TO RUSSIA. By George N. Crocker. Henry Regnery 
Company, Chicago, 1959, pp. 312. 


Those who view historical figures sentimentally and emotionally will 
react to this work with deep passion. The pros will emote with fiery bitter- 
ness; the cons to the Rooseveltian regime will gloat over the disclosures of the 
book. The subject is doubtlessly a controversial one, and a decade and a half is, 


in terms of historical time, still insufficient to submit a final verdict on the 
contributions or defects of a democratic leadership. The historians of the 
future will by sheer circumstance of hindsight be in a far more objective 
position to arrive at such finality of judgment than any contemporary writer. 

Admitting this requisite perspective, one cannot, however, deny the 
valuable contribution of this work in the light of developments since the 
death of Franklin Delano Roosevelt. Written by a former law school dean, 
the book is more like a systematic legal brief indicting the Rooseveltian regime 
for what appear to be unpardonable mistakes in the life-or-death area of 
foreign policy. The evidence assembled is impressive, and the conclusions are 
persuasive. The contents are lucidly written, and the reader would be hard 
put to counter the tight logic of the case. The contribution lies in the fact 
that an awareness of some crass stupidities of the past is brought to a vivid 
pitch whereby we can realize both the resultant nature of our current dif- 
ficulties and the guards that must be maintained against a tragic repetition 
of these egregious errors. 

The naive attitude of F.D.R. toward the Russian imperialist menace is 
neatly summed up in the remark he made to Frances Perkins before his 
departure for the Yalta Conference in 1945. Speaking of Sialin, he said, “I like 
this man and I want to keep on good terms with him.’”’ The criminal record 
of this dictator was evidently of no importance. The superficial “personality” 
approach taken by the President toward momentous international issues showed 
not only an amateurish casualness and flippancy but also a basic irresponsibility 
bred by sheer ignorance. Concerning the entrance of the USSR into the war 
against Japan, it has been established beyond peradventure of doubt that 
there was absolutely no need to induce Moscow to join us. The atom bomb 
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was a certainty, both Admiral Nimitz and General MacArthur advised that 
we could humble Japan without an invasion, and the ravenous designs of 
Moscow for territorial acquisition were all too clear, but the President ignored 
all this and jaunted off to Yalta. There, behind the back of Churchill, he 
“bribed” Stalin to enter the war against Japan. The latter contributed nothing 
and walked off with tremendous spoils. 

Yalta, as every competent analyst knows, is the towering symbol of 
U.S. diplomatic disaster. From it flowed the phony “free elections” promise, 
the carving up of Germany, the heinous repatriation policy and, as the 
author interprets it, “the dismemberment of Poland.” He recounts these con- 
sequences impressively and gives a vivid description of the happenings at 
Yalta, particularly the role of Beria, the endless toasts, and the influence of 
Alger Hiss. For a student of Russian behavioral machinations the account is 
sickening. Our supposed leadership was completely taken for a ride. However, 
the manner in which Crocker interprets some of these data shows that he 
himself is short on adequate Eastern European history. For instance, although 
the Ukrainian population in Galicia would doubtlessly have chosen to remain 
with Poland in the circumstance of little choice, in political reality Poland 
could hardly be said to have been dismembered. Moreover, for the author, 
the repatriation embraced “Russian nationals” exclusively, despite the fact 
that they were only a small minority alongside the non-Russians who fled 
the Soviet Union. 

The incredible irresponsibility and flippancy of Roosevelt show up also 
in his meeting with several rulers in the Middle East following the Yalta 
Conference. His basically ignorant sidekick, Harry Hopkins, characterized it 
as “a lot of horseplay.”” As in Eastern Europe, so now in the Middle East, 
the dark effects haunt us today. At Yalta, it was a joke for Roosevelt to 
learn of Stalin’s proposal to kill off 50,000 high German officers and technicians. 
As the author rightly states, ‘“‘The Russophilism which possessed his mind at 
this time blinded him to all other considerations.’’ The evidence is clear that 
since 1943 the President gave insular support to Moscow’s control over the 
Eurasian land mass. Among many foolish utterances about the Soviet Union, 
his observation on the freedom of religion in the USSR in 1941 indicated 
the moral debacle we were heading for. Roosevelt’s later illness is a poor 
rationalization for the tragic mistakes made. The patent silliness of Western 
leadership was also reflected by Churchill in 1945 when he solemnly declared 
in the House of Commons, “I know of no Government which stands to its 
obligations even in its own despite more solidly than the Russian Soviet 
Government” (p. 125). Over a thousand of such obligations have been violated 
by Moscow since 1917! 

Against the background of events this past decade and a half, the con- 
tents of this book read more like fiction. The objective reader cannot but be 
in a constant state of bewilderment as to the level of understanding and 
knowledge of our leadership. Nevertheless, the critical author also shows some 
grave defects in this regard. For example, he asserts, “Likewise, Hitler’s bold 
gamble in Russia looked like a failure. Napoleon’s disaster of 1812 was being 
re-enacted, but this time the Germans were the victims of Russia’s inhospitable 
vastness.” This explanation is a myth. Combined with others, it still indicates 
the road of understanding that many of us must yet travel in regard to the 
nature of the Soviet Union. 


Georgetown University LEV E. DOBRIANSKY 
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STALIN. A Political Biography. Vintage Russian Library. By Isaac Deutscher. 
Vintage Books. New York 1960. XXII+600 pp. 


The present volume is the second edition of the book which appeared in 
1945 in England and which, according to the author, “has become the focus 
of animated and, at times, ferocious controversy.” Some critics, such as 
Bertram D. Wolfe and David Shub, saw an attempt therein “to whitewash 
Stalin,” and branded it as “an apology for Soviet domestic and foreign policy.” 
The New Leader accused the author of “suppressing the key facts” and “of 
artful evasions.” 

In defending himself against these accusations, Author Deutscher wrote 
that in the long run the attainments of Stalin and his regime will overcome 
its worst features and that Stalin “belonged to the breed of the great revolu- 
tionary despots to which Cromwell, Robespierre and Napoleon belonged.” 

In reading the book one receives the impression that his critics were 
justified in their attacks. 

This study of Deutscher’s embraces the entire life period of Stalin, from 
birth until about 1947. We have to add that he presents the image of Stalin 
against the background of his era and the forces which operated it. Thus 
the book is not only a political biography dealing with an individual, but a 
history of an era in great part created by the same individual. It is, we might 
also add parenthetically, a history of a criminal political and social system 
which Stalin created. We see the miserable hut of a Georgian shoemaker, 
Vissarion Dzugashvili, and his wife who, through her labor as a domestic, 
supplements the family budget. In this hut in 1879 was born a boy, Joseph, 
as a fourth child—the three predecessors died before Joseph’s birth. 

The young boy’s childhood was stamped with hatred for his father, who 
beat the boy, and was imbued with acute awareness of belonging to the lowest 
social class of the Russian empire. This hatred determined the mentality of 
young Dzugashvili. Through the efforts of his mother, who wished better 
things for her offspring, he found himself a student in a theological seminary 
in Tiflis. 

The seminary was not only a school for future priests of the Russian 
Orthodox Church, but was also a center of intrigue and espionage, characterized 
by fear of any revolutionary ideas. It was a powerful instrument of Russifica- 
tion of the Georgian youth. This atmosphere evoked protest and rebellion on 
the part of the students, who surreptitiously read revolutionary literature, which 
in turn entailed repression and, at times, expulsion from the seminary. 

Stalin was active in this rebellion, but also was prudent enough not to 
reveal his sentiments too openly; he became taciturn, distrustful and prone 
to intrigue. 

His stay in the seminary was decisive for Stalin in yet another respect. 
Initially he sharply reacted to all the manifestations of Georgia’s Russification, 
since the national Georgian sentiment was still strong in him at this stage. 
Stalin ended, however, by becoming a dedicated Russian Marxist for whom the 
question of Georgian freedom had fallen to secondary importance; the unity 
of the socialist movement of the empire became his primary concern. Sub- 
sequently, Stalin turned into an absolute enemy of the netional liberation of 
his fatherland. 

In the Russian Socialist Party in Georgia, as in the case of other non- 
Russian peoples, the majority of the leading members were Russians. This is 
one of the reasons why Stalin climbed quickly in the Party. The Bolsheviks 
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were against the non-Russian peoples having their own social democratic parties, 
but stood for a strict centralism. Therefore, the Bolshevik cause gained no 
sympathy in the Caucasus. When in this respect Stalin departed from the 
stand of his compatriots, he inevitably attracted the attention of Lenin. Within 
a few years Stalin became a spokesman for the Party in the matter of na- 
tionalities. 

His theory was as follows: 

“The non-Russians must fight together with the Russians against Czarism. 
They cannot even dream of liberating themselves as long as they have ranged 
against them not only the Russian government but also the Russian people, 
who are unaware that autocracy is their enemy as well.” 

These symbolic words uttered by Stalin in 1901 acquired special significance 
later on; having attained absolute power in the USSR, Stalin did everything in 
his power to instigate Russian chauvinist sentiments against the non-Russian 
peoples, in order to prevent the creation of a common front of non-Russian 
nations against the Communist Party. 

In addition, broader perspectives for the growth of the Party presented 
themselves to Stalin in connection with the break-up of the Russian Socialist 
Democratic Revolutionary Party into Bolshevik and Menshevik factions. The 
program of Lenin, based on reliance on the proletariat, his concept of building 
a Party on disciplined organizations of revolutionaries, and, finally, his dis- 
dain for Menshevik reliance on the liberal intelligentsia—all this ideally suited 
Stalin’s character. In the intransigent struggle between the Bolsheviks and 
the Mensheviks, Stalin at once took his post at Lenin’s side, thereby gaining 
the latter‘s support. 


It was characteristic of Stalin to take a decisive stand in disputed mat- 
ters only when the conflict between the opposing sides had already been 
resolved. As when a student, Stalin never revealed his position, acting instead 
as a mediating agent, until the outcome was clear. Stalin exploited this trait 
masterfully in the twenties, during the struggle among the various factions, 
thereby disguising his climb toward absolute power. 

The March Revolution not only liberated Stalin from exile, but pushed 
him to power at the top of the Party, and subsequently over the whole empire. 
His first moves upon being liberated, along with other Bolshevik leaders— 
such as Lenin, Trotsky, Zinoviev, Kamenev, Sokolnikov, Bubnov and others who 
formed the first Politburo of the Central Committee—were directed towards 
the suppression of the revolution which had brought him freedom. 

He succeeded in doing so by staging a rebellion on November 7 1917 
(the October Revolution). It is true that the decision to rise against the 
Provisional Government was made under conditions of fanatical struggle among 
the Bolsheviks themselves. Zinoviev and Kamenev declared themselves against 
an uprising. For their different views, they earned Stalin’s epithets of “scabs” 
and “traitors to the Revolution.” Lenin did not execute them, a task which 
later fell to Stalin, who discharged it ruthlessly. 

In the revolutionary years Stalin was known as Commissar of Nation- 
alities. Therefore to his name, as well as to Lenin’s, is connected one of the 
most fraudulent slogens ever launched by the Bolsheviks—“the right of the 
non-Russian nations to national self-determination and independence.” The es- 
sence of the fraud lay in that Lenin and Stalin, while pronouncing this right, 
violently attacked all those who wished to take advantage of it. Against those 
who dared to do so the Council of People’s Commissars sent large contingents 
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of Red Army troops, as was the case with Ukraine, Byelorussia and other 
countries. 

Author Deutscher details Stalin’s struggle for unchallenged power in the 
twenties and thirties, involving the gradual liquidation of his adversaries on 
the left and the right. He also treats of the opposition which enforced col- 
lectivization evoked not only on the part of the Party leaders but also on the 
part of the people, especially in Ukraine. The reader would be especially in- 
terested in those parts of the book which evaluate the sharp differences within 
the Party in connection with collectivization and the industrialization of the 
Soviet Union. Stalin, who at the beginning of the twenties was a member of a 
triumvirate along with Zinoviev and Kamenev, opposed Trotsky for his radical- 
ism and his orientation on a world revolution. After crushing Trotsky, Stalin 
allied himself with the Rightist leaders (Bukharin, Rykov) in order to dispose 
of Zinoviev and Kamenev. Upon liquidating these two, Stalin inaugurated a 
program of total collectivization. 

We must underscore two different facts. The struggle within the Party 
was ostensibly conducted to determine policy. Actually, however, it was a strug- 
gle for power. This was especially evident with Stalin. Second, even more 
eloquent were the arguments of the opposition. Trotsky believed in a world 
revolution, to which he wished the internal policies of the USSR subordinated. 
Bukharin, on the other hand, always defended the Russian muzhik, upon whom, 
he believed, one could not impose enforced collectivization. For Stalin these 
arguments were inadmissable, inasmuch as he was imbued with the notion of 
the power and greatness of the State—which he wished to rule. He expressed it 
simply: 

“The basic goal of the Party is to make Russia strong.’ 

Russia, he pointed out, had been beaten in the past by everybody—the 
Mongols, Turks, Swedes, Poles, English, French—always because it was a 
backward and undeveloped country. Therefore Russia had to be transformed 
into a modern state, a goal to which all others necessarily had to be sub- 
ordinated. In order that this objective be accepted by the Communists, it 
was necessary to dress up the goal as “the building of Socialism in one 
country.” The author defines this policy of Stalin as an appeal to “Russian 
nationalist sentiment,” and remarks that in connection with this new course 
“White Russian emigres began to glorify Stalin as a national hero.” 

All these machinations of Stalin at that time strike Deutscher more as a 
departure from Marxism in the social-political arena, such as liquidation of the 
social and political democracy, rather than as a thoroughgoing change in the 
character of the Party itself, which heretofore at least theoretically respected 
the separateness of the non-Russian nations and which openly became an ex- 
ponent of Russian imperial thought. 

Regrettably, the nationality question does not attract additional attention 
from the author, especially with regard to World War II when the resistance 
of the non-Russian nations contributed heavily to the abrupt collapse of the 
Soviet armies in the summer of 1941. The same remark can be made with 
respect to the organized resistance struggle of the Ukrainians, Lithuanians and 
others after World War II, that is, at the time when Stalin was supreme ruler 
in the Kremlin. 

A special part in the book is devoted to an analysis of Stalin’s foreign 
policy in the pre-war, war, and post-war periods. All of Stalin’s traits—caginess, 
mistrust, duplicity—are here very well defined. All of which supports the same 
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fact: not only in his relations with the great powers of the West but also 
in his relations with the Comintern, that is, the Communist parties of other 
nations, the decisive criterion in Stalin’s foreign policy was the interest of 
the Russian empire. All non-Russian Communists unable to grasp this key 
fact paid for their inability with their heads. 

Another fact worthy of mention. On September 5, 1939, during the 
period that the invasion of Poland was in full swing, Ribbentrop pressured 
Stalin to command the Red armies to invade the Western Ukrainian lands, 
which at that time belonged to the Polish state. Stalin hesitated, inasmuch as 
the prospect of becoming Hitler’s partner in the eyes of the world was a 
repugnant one. Eventually, however, he agreed; but only on the condition that 
the Red Army would be said to move in on the basis it would be preventing 
the Germans from occupying the areas. Hitler protested, and Ribbentrop warned 
that in case of Stalin’s refusal a vacuum would be created in Western Ukraine 
in which “new states might be established.” Stalin understood that such “new 
states” could very well be “headed by anti-Soviet Ukrainian nationalists,” and 
therefore on September 17, 1939, he ordered the Red armies to invade Ukraine 
and Byelorussia. 


Prolog Research and Publishing Association MYROSLAV PROKOP 


THE CAPTIVE NATIONS:NATIONALISM OF THE NON-RUSSIAN NATIONS 
IN THE SOVIET UNION. By Roman Smal-Stocki. Bookman Associates, 
New York, 1960. Pp. 118. $3.50. 


This distinguished contribution to the problem of contemporary nationalism 
in the Soviet orbit should go far to correct the persistent misleading tendencies 
in American scholarship regarding the concept of modern nationalism in 
recent world history. Broadly speaking, the American students of this phe- 
nomenon were quickly disillusioned with Wilson’s “‘self-determination of small 
nations,” and spent their time, during the postwar (World War I) decade, 
attacking the application of this doctrine for not submerging itself in the 
goal of mystical internationalism. Some of them, in fact, glorified the Soviet 
theoretical claims as comprising the formula for providing the final answe:r. 

Today, confusion among American scholars—and in the popular mind— 
still persists to a considerable degree; it can be seen, for instance, in the 
strange logic which has produced the condemnation of the racial policies of 
South Africa by the United Nations, while nothing is being done, formally, 
at this moment, about the “racial” policies of the USSR. 

The author of this smail volume is internationally known for his scholar- 
ship as well as for his life-long struggle on behalf of the right of self- 
determination for all the non-Russian nations in the USSR. As President of 
the Promethean League of all nations oppressed by Russia, he was able to 
realize a common front of all political non-Russian emigre groups against Red 
Moscow, and from 1924 to 1939 he directed the defense of all victims of 
Russian aggression before the League of Nations and European public opinion. 
Later, Hitler’s Gestapo “honored him” (as noted by Professor Lev E. Dobrian- 
sky of Georgetown University in his “Foreword” to this work) with intern- 
ment in Prague for the duration of the war. After reaching this country in 
1947, he joined the faculty of Marquette University, from which outstanding 
citadel of learning ne has been overwhelming us with academic contributions 
in the form of articles and books. 





Book Reviews 187 


The present work discusses the nationalism of the non-Russian nations 
prior to World War I and during World War I and the Revolution; Russian 
Marxism and the non-Russian nations; Russian Marxism-Leninism and the 
non-Russian nations; nationalism during and after World War II; nationalism 
of the non-Russian nations as a current Soviet problem and as an interna- 
tional problem. 

Since much of the author’s knowledge is the product of his peronal 
experience, we are quite glad to point out very mildly that the “Selected 
Bibliography” (pp. 109-110) is not only too small but also fails to note some 
important works in this field. At the same time, the author “features” Corliss 
Lamont (p. 15, 110). whom the reviewer considers one of the most influential 
and one of the most misguided proponents of the pro-Soviet view in this 
country, as well as Hans Kohn (although Smal-Stocki does point out that 
Kohn was “an uncritical glorifier of the Communist policy”). Would it not 
have been better to cite a very small number of those scholars who have 
been courageous enough to approach, here and there, “the facts of life” of 
Soviet nationalistic policies? 

Yet this minor criticism does not prevent us from evaluating the present 
contribution as being the most important study of its topic at the present 
time. The work is not. only clear and informative but is lively reading as well. 


University of Bridgeport JOSEPH S. ROUCEK 





UCRAINICA IN AMERICAN AND FOREIGN 
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“THE CRIMES OF KHRUSHCHEYV,” Part 6, consultations. Committee on Un- 

American Activities, House of Representatives, Washington, D.C., 1960. 

The valuable series of consultations on the crimes of Khrushchev now 
includes data on both Turkestan and Byelorussia (White Ruthenia). The 
House Committee on Un-American Activities has performed a salutary public 
service by conducting these consultations and publishing their results. Khru- 
shchev’s career in Ukraine was one of the early parts of this series. In this 
one, Part 6, competent American citizens of Turkestanian and White Ruthenian 
backgrounds furnish essential information on the criminal activities of Khru- 
shchev in the two captive non-Russian countries within the Soviet Union 
—Turkestan and Byelorussia. American readers who are unfamiliar with these 
non-Russian nations will find much interesting material in this brochure. 

Mr. Rusi Nasar, who is of Turkestanian birth and a keen analyst of the 
Soviet Union, presents certain essentials about the Central Asiatic country 
and his observations on Khrushchev’s crimes there. As he shows, Turkestan 
means the “Home of the Turkic people’ which was deliberately divided by 
Moscow in 1924 into the present five different Soviet Republics: Uzbekistan, 
Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, Kirghizistan, and Tadzhikistan. Racially, linguisti- 
cally, historically and culturally, the area and people are nevertheless one. 
On forcible deportations of Ukrainians under Khrushchev’s policy, Mr. Nasar 
states: “Here, with one stone, Khrushchev beat two of his enemies. First, 
he sent anti-Soviet enemies from the Ukraine. Those people who were sent 
to the other country, not only lost the opportunity to resist Soviet oppression 
in the Ukraine, but when they came to Turkestan, a different country with 
different living conditions and a different cultural background, of course they 
were antagonistic.” Mr. Constant Mierlak, who is of White Ruthenian back- 
ground, also presented absorbing material. He points out in this consultation, 
for example, that the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic delegation to the 
Fourteenth Assembly of the United Nations consisted entirely of Russians who 
could not even speak the White Ruthenian language. 

These are only a few examples of the enlightening data contained in 
this part of the consultation series. The other witnesses, Mr. Ergacsh Scher- 
matoglu, Dr. Vitant Tumash, and Mr. Anton Shukeloyts, also provided a good 
deal of rich information. Students of the Soviet Union could profit greatly 
from this contribution. 


“STRATEGY, SURVIVAL AND THE PRIVATE CITIZEN,” an article by Frank 
Rockwell Barnett. Institute for American Strategy, Chicago, Illinois, 1960. 


The writer of this provocative article is one of the most outstanding 
analysts of the cold war. The article will appear shortly as a chapter in a 
book titled American Strategy for the Nuclear Age. “What Is To Be Done?” is 
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the paramount question to which the writer addresses himself. In vivid style 
he covers the main aspects of the mortal threat facing us and then advances 
the weapons which are available to us for destroying it. 

“Khrushchev, who stood at Stalin’s side while three million Ukrainians 
were deliberately starved to death, is not likely to be more squeamish about 
liquidating Americans en masse, if he ever has the chance,” writes Barnett. 
This is a point worth considering. But this is only one point of many by 
which he provokes the reader into some hard thinking. Under the caption of 
“Where Our Opportunities Lie,” the writer makes another stirring point. “But 
it is in the field of non-military warfare that our greatest opportunities may 
be today,” he observes. “Russia” is now the last of the great colonial powers. 
Russian colons exploit the people of Soviet Central Asia. Russian colonialists 
govern the Ukraine, Georgia, the Baltic Republics and Armenia”... With 
eloquent force he continues: “Russian colonialism must be exposed, con- 
demned and used as a psycholegical warfare weapon against Communism.” 

It is most comforting and encouraging that such founded views are 
gaining nationwide currency. Based on them, the writers’ proposals for a 
Freedom Academy, an implementation of the Kersten Amendment to the 
Mutual Security Act, and numerous other psycho-political actions carry 
serious and commanding weight. 


“THE MYTH OF SOVIET UNITY,” an article by Lev E. Dobriansky. The Sign, 
National Catholic Magazine, Union City, New Jersey, May 1960. 


Highlighted by a map of the non-Russian territories under Russian control 
and occupation in the Soviet Union, this article describes in detail the non- 
Russian nations within Moscow’s substrate empire. It shows the scope and 
depth of Russian colonialism which should be the chief object of Free World 
attack today. Unfortunately, this has not yet come to pass. The writer offers 
examples of why we lag in this respect, quoting visitors to the USSR and 
publications of official agencies where the USSR still is understood only as 
Russia. 

The Captive Nations Week Resolution comes in for some explanation, 
too. The American reaction to its passage by Congress last year was actually 
@ puzzled one. And, to say the least, our commentators and journalists by 
and large failed to understand Khrushchev’s violent attacks against the 
Resolution. The sole reason for Khrushchev’s behavior toward it was, of 
course, the fact that for the first time in our history our Government took 
official cognizance of the captive non-Russian nations in the Soviet Union. 
From Moscow’s colonial viewpoint, this, naturally, is an extremely sore spot. 


“COMMUNIST ACTIVITIES AMONG PUERTO RICANS IN NEW YORK 
CITY AND PUERTO RICO,” hearings. Committee on Un-American Acti- 
vities, House of Representatives, Washington, D.C., 1960. 


While too many Americans of other backgrounds suffer from a serious 
unfamiliarity with the problem of the captive non-Russian nations in the 
USSR, Moscow’s dupes in this country infiltrate our communities, such as the 
Puerto Rican one in New York City, to spread Russian propaganda relating 
to these nations. At a recent hearing on this type of activity, it was disclosed 
that Armando Roman addressed a meeting in New York City and had this 
to say: “He predicted that in the Soviet Union there would soon be no dif- 
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ference between town and country and that the different ‘Republics’ of the 
Soviet Union would merge, Russian, Ukrainian, Turkman etc. And that soon 
the ‘People’s Democracies’ of Eastern Europe would also merge with them.” 
When confronted by this report, Roman held, “I said that the peoples 
of the Soviet Union, 87 nations and nationalities, have been welded together 
under the state of the working class in the Soviet Union, and they have 
forged unity and they are marching together. For instance, the Soviet 
nationalities and nations that were very backward at one time now are an 
integral part of the Soviet state, respected as citizens, with full rights— 
economic, political, and otherwise—in contrast with my own country, Puerto 
Rico, which is the most oppressed nation in the Western Hemisphere” (p. 1511). 
This testimony is quite revealing for it shows the type of insidious propaganda 
based on the non-Russian nations problem which Moscow has fabricated for 
consumption in some parts of the Free World. It underwrites the need for 
more intensive study of this problem in the Free World, particularly here 
in the United States. 
“NATIONALISM NOT WANTED IN THE USSR,” a commentary. Christian 
Democratic Review, New York, April-May, 1960. 


“Bourgeois nationalism” continues to haunt the imperialist rule of Moscow. 
Bearing on current reports in the Soviet press, this commentary shows how 
the Russian totalitarians are attempting to destroy the indestructible nation- 
alism of the captive non-Russian peoples in the Soviet Union. Universities in 
the non-Russian republics are an object of special attack. Sovietskaya Litva, 
the organ of the Lithuanian Communist Party, recently stressed the drive 
for “international education” under which professors and students would spend 
time at Russian universities in Leningrad or Moscow for what it considered 
proper training. Through them, other intellectuals in Lithuania would learn 
that nationalistic “idealisation of the past literary and artistic heritage” does 
not conform with the Party’s ideology. 

The commentary points to similar drives in the other non-Russian re- 
publics. It soundly observes that a “persistent survival of nationalism and a 
stubborn resistance to complete ‘Russification’ of the national, cultural and 
artistic life is also to be found in other Soviet republics with a non-Russian 
population.” In Ukraine, Georgia and Latvia this is the case. In Turkestan 
there has been considerable opposition to the Russification process. Last 
January, Pravda bitterly criticized several leading personalities of the scientific 
and literary world in the Kirghizian portion of that country for ideological 
errors along “bourgeois nationalist” lines. Anyone familiar with what is going 
on in the delicate sphere of Russian/non-Russian relations within the Soviet 
Union cannot but agree with the conclusion of this commentary that “Obligatory 
re-education in Moscow will not make much difference to their attitude towards 
the unwanted ‘culture bearers’ from the Kremlin.” 


“UKRAINE, OUR ALLY, EDITOR TELLS CLUB,” a report. The Fordham 
Ram, Fordham University, New York, March 31, 1960. 


A lecture delivered by Mr. Walter Dushnyck, editor of The Ukrainian 
Bulletin, is reported in this organ of one of the leading Catholic universities 
in this country. The lecture, held under the auspices of the Russian Club at 
Fordham University, dealt with the freedom struggle of the Ukrainian nation. It 
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traced the historical development of Ukraine and demonstrated the strategic 
importance of this captive non-Russian nation in Moscow’s totalitarian empire. 

The lecturer made a special point of the fact that Khrushchev’s “liberali- 
zation policy towards Ukraine is characterized by assassination of Ukrainian 
underground leaders, persecution of the Ukrainian Catholic Church and de- 
portation of Ukrainian families to Asia.” He warned that the Free World 
still does not grasp the plight and also the fundamental importance of Ukraine 
and other non-Russian nations in the Soviet Union. 


“PEACE WITH HONOR: JUSTICE AND FREEDOM FOR PEACE AND 
FRIENDSHIP,” an address by Lev E. Dobriansky. Vital Speeches of the 
Day, New York, April 1, 1960. 


This address was delivered before the 1960 Women’s Forum on National 
Security in Washington. Attending the three-day forum were delegates from 
all large patriotic organizations in the country. The address analyzes the 
traditional cold war techniques of the Russian Empire and stresses the cold 
gap which handicaps the United States in its relations with Moscow’s totali- 
tarian world. The author goes back to Russian precedents under the white 
Czars in order to illuminate the methods employed by the Red Czars of 
our times. 

The ramifications of our intellectual gap regarding the nature and 
character of the USSR are shown also. In the economic, political, military 
and cultural fields the real significance of Russian power, which exploits the 
majority non-Russian nations in the USSR, is measured. As the author points 
out, “Comparing the United States, which is a nation, with the Soviet Union, 
which is an empire of many subjugated nations, cannot suit Moscow’s 
propaganda much better.” The address ends with five ways by which we could 
overwhelm Moscow’s propaganda warfare. 


“RUSSIAN COMMUNIST EMPIRE UNDER KHRUSHCHEYV,” a statement. 
American Friends of Anti-Bolshevik Bloc of Nations, New York, 1960. 


Just before the ill-fated “Summit” meeting this organization released 
a statement to the President and also the press on the Russian Communist 
Empire under Khrushchev’s rule. The statement was published in the form 
of this readable pamphlet. A letter to the President forms the introduction 
and is signed by the executive council of the group, led by Dr. Kalin Koycheff 
and Mr. Ignatius Billinsky. The group’s observations on the Soviet Union are 
put forward clearly and adroitly. 

Emphasizing that Khrushchev’s aim is to keep the Russian Empire in- 
tact, the statement points to the Red Czar’s program of systematic Russifica- 
tion, his large-scale deportations of Ukrainians, Balts and other non-Russians 
to Turkestan and Siberia, his persecution of Jews, Christians and Moslems, 
and his trials of Ukrainian freedom fighters. For each of these and more, 
concrete evidence can be offered. The statement quotes the series on the 
“Crimes of Khrushchev,” prepared by the House Un-American Activities Com- 
mittee, in support of several of these points. It also soundly interprets the 
meaning and significance of the Captive Nations Week Resolution and de- 
scribes the attack made upon it in the United Nations by Luka F. Palamarchuk, 
Foreign Minister of the Ukrainian SSR. 
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“VICTORY OR SURRENDER, THE SUMMIT OF 1960: ITS TRAPS AND 
, PERILS,” a statement. Conference of Americans of Central and Eastern 
European Descent (CACEED), New York, 1960. 


Adding to other comprehensive statements submitted by various organiza- 
tions in the period before the “Summit,” this fine memorandum details the 
crimes of Khrushchev in some of the captive countries of Central and Eastern 
Europe. Prepared by representatives of several ethnic organizations meeting 
in conference in New York, the statement stresses that each “Summit” leads 
to surrender to Moscow and our ruin. A review of “Summit” meetings, going 
as far back as World War II shows actually a record of diplomatic disaster 
for the non-totalitarian Free World. The statement bears heavily on the 
results of the 1955 “Summit” in this respect. 

The general reader will find the summary of Khrushchev’s crimes in 
the enumerated captive countries of value. It follows the theme of the im- 
portant series produced by the House Un-American Activities Committee. 
Albania, Bulgaria, Czecho-Slovakia, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, 
Rumania, and Ukraine are covered. Of course, these do not include all of the 
captive nations. The House series examined also the crimes of Khrushchev in 
Armenia, White Ruthenia, Georgia, Turkestan and others. 


“PARALYSIS OF THE AMERICAN OFFENSIVE,” an analysis. SPX Research 
Associates, Washington, 1960. 


The serial studies of this vital group in the state of Washington are 
valued by all who are concerned with Moscow’s tactics and strategy for 
world domination. In analyzing the paralysis of the American offensive, the 
staff cites certain points of agreement among most analysts of the Soviet 
Union. One is that the “Achilean tendon of the Soviet Empire is found in 
the latent unrest and potential resistance of its enslaved peoples, including the 
great mass of non-communist Russians. 

Referring to the captive non-Russian nations, the report also points out 
that those “peoples constitute what Dr. Lev Dobriansky has properly charac- 
terized as the most powerful weapon in the arsenal of freedom, more powerful 
than nuclear bombs.’”’ It soundly advances the thought that these conclusions 
were substantiated by the violent reaction of Khrushchev to the Captive Nations 
Week Resolution last year. In this connection, it must be remembered that tne 
reason for Khrushchev’s outburst was due to the fact that for the first time 
our Government took cognizance of all of the captive nations, which embraces 


the majority of them found in the USSR itself. 
L. E. D. 








